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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Study Purpose

This report has been prepared in response to the direction of City Council to the Office of the Chief
Legislative Analyst (CLA) to provide information to the Planning and Land Use Management
Committee and the City Council relative to a variety of potential nisk factors at the Playa Vista
Development site, so that Council can decide whether the City should provide Mello-Roos financing
for some of the infrastructure and ecological components of the Playa Vista Development Project.

Community Facilities District No. 4 Playa Vista Development Project Description -

Community Facilities District No. 4 (CFD4) is a portion of the master planned community known
as Playa Vista (Playa Vista Development Project). The Playa Vista Development Project has an
approximate area of 1,087 gross acres and is over three miles long and one mile wide. Itis: located
on the west side of the City, approximately 11 miles west of downtown, four miles south of the City
of Santa Monica and three miles north of Los Angeles Intemational Airport (LAX). The overall
Playa Vista Development Project includes residential units, office space, retail, ‘media and
technology facilities,; community serving facilities (i.e. school, day-care, etc.), wetland and habltat
restoration, open space and recreational areas, and infrastructure.

CFD4is a portion of Phase Iof the Playa Vista. Development Project. CFD4 is located nnmedlately
east of Lincoln Boulevard on both sides of Jefferson Boulevard and ‘consists of approxxmately 169
gross acres, of which 79.4 acres are expected to be subject to the proposed Mello-Roos Spécial Tax.
The Developer’s plans call for development of dwelling units, retail and commercial facilities,

library, school, other community-serving facilities, open-space, habltai mlprovements/enhaneements
and infrastructure development and improvements.

Background and Process

On June 6, 2000, the Budget and Finance Committee conducted a public hearing on the proposed
issuance of Mello-Roos bonds for CFD4. During the hearing, several questions were raised which
the Committee determined required further analysis. The Commuttee instructed the CLA to
supervise the analysis and authorized the CLA to convene a working group of City departments and
other agencies as necessary and contract with outside consultants to conduct the analysis. These
instructions included holding a public hearing to obtain input from the public on the scope of the
study. Once the analysis was complete, the CLA was instructed to report back to the Planning and
Land Use Management Committee and the City Council to resolve the policy issues relative to the
safety of the site. Once those policy issues are resolved, the intent is for the Budget and Finance
Commitiee to again consider the issuance of the Mello-Roos bonds.

On June 20, 2000, the Council adopted the Budget and Finance Committee report. The CLA
proceeded to convene a working group consisting of the Department of Building and Safety {DBS),



Planning, Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering (BOE), City Attorney, and the Office
of Administrative and Research Services (OARS). The CLA, with the assistance of the working
group, developed a draft study scope.

Study Scope and Design

The draft Study Design and Scope, which included investi gation of methane, hydrogen sulfide (H.S),
and air toxics (benzene, toluene, ethyl-benzene, and xylene (BTEX)) was released for public review
and comment and a public hearing was held to accept public comments and in-put into the study
design on July 18, 2000. In response to public comments received, the study was expanded to
include a review of subsidence. Further, technical issues commented on by the public were
considered as the study elements were developed and reviewed. During the investigation process,

the study scope was further expanded to address risks associated with soil and groundwater
contamination. '

TheStudy Wascomplcted in:_th;ce, steps. This stepped approach allowed the City to maximize
resources and avoid unnecessary duplication of data/information collection. '

The City engaged the professional services of Kleinfelder to assist inreview.of methane data andto
perform a health risk assessment for BTEX and H,S emissions identified-at the CDF4 site. The City
requested the assistance of the California Department of Conservation Divisions of Mines:and
Geology (Division of Mines and Geolo gy) and Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Division of Qil
and Gas) in the review of earthquake fault and methane issues respectively.: The City'contacted the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los AngelesRegion (LARWQCB)regarding soil
and groundwater remediation issues and associated health risks. N

The study results were released for a 30 day public comment period.. Various-City department and
state agency reviews were included in the appendices of the Report. Copies of the Report weré
directly mailed to more than 100 individuals, noticed in Argonaut and Daily Breeze newspapers,
placed on the City’s web site, and noticed via availability notices mailed to over 500 addresses.
Studies included in the reference Section of the Report were made available for review at nine City
locations, Twenty-four comment letters were received. Comment letters and responses to comments
are included in Section 6.of this Report. ‘ '

Summary of Findings

The City, with assistancé from consultants in some cases, investi gated the potential public health and
safety impacts, and appropriate mitigations if any, associated with methane, subsidence, earthquake
fault impacts, air toxic (benzene, toluene, cthyl-benzene, and xylene (BTEX)) and hydrogen sulfide

emissions, and soil and groundwater contamination in the CFD4 area of the Playa Vista
Development Project.



The study addressed five primary questions:

~ Is the adjacent Southern California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Facility
leaking and, therefore, the source of the methane contamination on the site and a
risk to workers and future residents?

Process - These issues were evaluated by the BOE, LADBS with their “Peer Reviewer,”
Dr. Jones, President of Exploration Technologies, Inc. (ETT), Kleinfelder, Playa Vista
Capital consultants, and the Division of Oil and Gas.

Results - The Southern Cahforma Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage facility is not
the source of methane contamination found at the site. Furthermore, there is no evidence
which suggests that the gas storage facility is leaking or improperly maintained. There is
no cvidence that the gas storage facility presents a danger to workers or future residents.

is the extent of the methane contamination fully defined and can it be mitigated?

Process These issues were evaluated by the BOE, LADBS, ETI, chmfelder Playa Vista
Capital consultants, and the Division of Oil and Gas.

Results - Methane is detected at varying concentrations in the soil gas samples collected
throughout the Playa Vista Development Project site, with the highest concentrations located
in the western portion of the site. The numerous studies of methane concentrations at the
Playa Vista Development Project site has yielded a data set that is more than' adequate for the
assessment of potential methane hazards and for the des1gn of appropnate mitigation
measures.

A methane mitigation system to prevent, detect, and monitor the presence of methane will
be required for all structures built on the site. Mitigation measures will vary depending upon
the concentration of methane present, with mitigations required for areas of higher methane
concentrations being inclusive of all mitigations required for areas with {esser methane
concentrations. Table 2 -1 in_Section 2 of this report lists all mitigation requirements and
methane concentration categories. These mitigation measures are adequate for the Playa
Vista Development site.

Is there significant subsidence on the site currently, or will fature methane mitigation

measures cause subsidence issues which may undermine the structural integrity of
the future development?

Process - This issue was first analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report, First Phase

for Playa Vista. The BOE conducted further surveys of the Playa Vista Development Project
vicinity.



Results - No significant or clearly defined trend of increased subsidence within the Playa Del
Rey Oil Field or any other specific area was observed in the vicinity of the Playa Vista
Development Project site. Settlement, in the range of 2.66 inches over a 25 year period, is

localized and appears to be associated with curb, sidewalk, and gutter settlement along major
streets.

Design measures are adequate to address the minimal level of subsidence and uplift observed
in the area. There is no evidence that proposed methane mitigation measures would result
in increased potential for subsidence in the area. :

Is there an active earthquake fault at the site which presents an unacceptable risk to
workers and future residents?

Process - These issues were evaluated by several Playa Vista Capital consultants, BOE,
LADBS, ETL, Playa Vista Capital consultants, and the Division of Mines and Geology.

Results - The geologic and geophysical data do not support the existence of the postulated
Lincoln Boulevard fault. In addition, as indicated above; methane gas at the Playa Vista
Development Project site does not come from the Southern California Gas Coripany Playa
Del Rey Gas Storage Field. Therefore, the potential for large volumes of methane gas to
escape from the Southem California-Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas'Storage Field in the
event of an earthquake is unsupported by the evidence. ' S

Off-shore :seismic data. in-the area of the entrance of Marina Del ‘Rey -identified two

~anomalies that could or-could not be off:shore faults. The Division of Mines-and Geology
reviewed the data and information available regarding these anomalies and indicates that
there are several plausible explanations for the anomalies. (Section 7, Letter# 23). Tt appears
that the anomalies could be associated with depositional features characteristic of stream
chamels. L o e

Is there BTEX and H2S contamination along with the methane which presents a health
- risk to workers and future residents? I ‘
Process - These issues were evaluated by Kleinfelder, CLA, and BOE. Potential cumulative
impacts associated with soil and groundwater contamination have been addressed by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los An geles Region (LARWQCRB), in coordination
with the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).

Results - Potential health risks associated with BTEX and H.S soil gas emissions at the Playa
Vista Development Project site, whether associated with methane or soil and groundwater
contamination, are below the benchmarks established by the regulatory agencies to indicate
insignificant risk, with no further mvestigation or remediation warranted.



With regard to soil and groundwater contaminants, the LARWQCB, in coordination with
OEHHA, has established a soil and groundwater remediation process which adequately
protects human health and the environment, including addressing potential cumnulative
impacts. The health based remediation strategy established for the Playa Vista Development
Project site 1s comprehensive in nature and will consider BTEX soil gases in the cumulative
assessment completed for the site as remediation activities are completed. The LADBS has
established procedures to ensure close coordination between the City and the LARWQCRB
as site development progresses. Therefore, potential cumulative impacts associated soil and

groundwater contamination, including BTEX, will be addressed in a manner that is
protectlve of human health.



SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Study Purpose

This report has been prepared in response to the direction of City Council to the Office of the Chief
Legislative Analyst (CLA) to provide information to the Planning and Land Use Management
Committee and the City Council relative to a variety of potential risk factors at the Playa Vista
Development site, so that Council can decide whether the City should provide Mello-Roos financing
for some of the infrastructure and ecological components of the Playa Vista Development Project.

1.1 Community Facilities District No. 4 Playa Vista Development Project Description

Community Facilities District No. 4 (CFD4) is a portion of the master planned community known
as Playa Vista (Playa Vista Development Project). The Playa Vista Development Project has an
approximate area of 1,087 gross acres and is over three miles long and one mile wide. It is located
on the west side of the City, approximately 11 miles west of downtown, four miles south of the City
of Santa Monica and three miles north of Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). The overall
Playa Vista Development Project includes residential units, office space, retail, media and
technology facilities, community serving facilities (i-e. school, day-care, etc.), wetland and habitat
restoration, open space and recreational areas, and infrastructure.

CFD4 is aportion of Phase I of the Playa Vista Development Project. CFD4 is located immediately
east of Lincoln Boulevard on both sides of Jefferson Boulevard and consists of approximately 169
gross acres, of which 79.4 acres are expected to be subject to the proposed Mello-Roos Special Tax.
The Developer’s plans call for development of dwelling units, retail and commercial facilities,
library, school, other community-serving facilities, open-space, habitat improvements/ enhancements,
and infrastructure development and improvements. Figure 1-1 illustrates the boundaries of CFD4
and the Playa Vista Phase I Development Project area.

1.2 Background and Process

On June 6, 2000, the Budget and Finance Committee conducted a public hearing on the proposed
issuance of Mello-Roos bonds for CFD4. During the hearing, several questions were raised which
the Committee determined required further analysis. The Committee instructed the CLA to
supervise the analysis and authorized the CLA to convene a working group of City departments and
other agencies as necessary and contract with outside consultants to conduct the analysis. These
instructions included holding a public hearing to obtain input from the public on the scope of the
study. Once the analysis was complete, the CLA was instructed to report back to the Planning and
Land Use Management Committec and the City Council to resolve the policy issues relative to the
safety of the site. Once those policy issues are resolved, the intent is for the Budget and Finance
Committee to again consider the issuance of the Melle-Roos bonds.
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On June 20, 2000, the Council adopted the Budget and Finance Committee report. The CLA
proceeded to convene a working group consisting of the Department of Building and Safety
(LADBS), Planning, Department of Public Works Bureau of Engineering (BOE), City Attomey, and
the Office of Administrative and Research Services (OARS). The CLA, with the assistance of the
working group, developed a draft study scope.

1.3 Study Scope and Design

The draft Study Design and Scope, which included investi gation of methane, hydrogen sulfide (H.S),
and air toxics (benzene, toluene, ethyl-benzene, and xylene (BTEX)) was released for public review
and comment and a public hearing was held to accept public comments and in-put into the study
design on July 18, 2000. In response to public comments received, the study was expanded to
include a review of subsidence. Further, technical issues commented on by the public were
considered as the study elements were developed and reviewed. During the investigation process,

the study scope was further expanded to address risks associated with soil and groundwater
contamination.

The Study was completed in three steps (Figure 1-2). This stepped approach allowed the City to
maximize resources and avoid unnecessary duplication of data/information collection.

The City engaged the professional services of Kleinfelder to assist in review of methane data and to
perform a health risk assessment for BTEX and H.S emissions identified at the CDF4 site. The City
requested the assistance of the California Department of Conservation Divisions of Mines and
Geology (Division of Mines and Geology) and Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Division of
Oil and Gas) in the review of earthquake fault and methane issies respectively. The City contacted
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (LARWQCB)regarding
soil and groundwater remediation issues and associated health risks.

The study results were released for a 30 day public comment ‘period. Various City department and
state agencyreviews were included in the appendices of the Report. Copies of the Report were
directly mailed to more than 100 individuals, noticed in Argonaur and Daily Breeze newspapers,
placed on the City’s web site, and noticed via availability notices mailed to over 500 addresses.
Studies included in the reference Section of the Report were made available for review at nine City
locations. Twenty-two comment letters were received. Commientletters and responses to comments
are included in Section 6 of this Report. '



Figure 1-2

STEPPED STUDY DESIGN

Step I - Issues Investigation

Step 1 in each of the four issue areas (methane, subsidence, potential fault impacts, health risk
assessment for BTEX and H.S)consisted of a review of existing studies and information and/or
studies recently completed. Independent review of data and information and resolution of issues
involved City staff review, responsible regulatory agencies, and consultants as appropriate.
Regulatory and responsible regional and state agency review was sought as appropriate.
Consultants with expertise in the areas of concern, and not found within the City, were hired.

If an area of concern was resolved through the Step I investigation and no impacts were
identified, that issue was closed and no further work regarding that issue was undertaken. If,
through the Step I investigation, impacts were identified and adequately characterized, that issue
was addressed through Step III - Identification of Mitigations. If the Step I investigation fesulted
in the identification of data/information gaps essential to resolving issues or to better characterize

impacts to allow for mitigation development, additional information was obtained through Step Il
- Additional Data/Information Gathering.

Step II - Additional Data/Information Gathering

If the Step I investigation identified data gaps essential to resolving issties or the'need to better ™ *
characterize impacts to allow for mitigation development, such information and data was
«collected through Step II. -In some instances, additional data and site investigation work reguired
consultants with the expertise and certification in the appropriate field. SR

If an area of concern was resolved through the additional/information obtained through the Step
I investigation and no impacts were identified, that issue was closed-and no further work
regarding that issue was undertaken. If, through the Step II investigation, impacts were identified
and characterized, that issue was addressed through Step III - Identification of Mitigations.

Step I - Mitigation Development

For all substantial impacts identified through Step I and II investigations, mitigations were
imvestigated, evaluated, and recommended for impiementation.



SECTION 2

METHANE

2.0 General Background
Methane gas is a colorless, odorless gas which is combustible,

Atthe direction of LADBS and with the concurrence of Playa Vista Capital, in spring/summer 1999,
Exploration Technologies, Inc. (ETI) designed and supervised the collection and analysis of gas
vapor surveys at the Playa Vista Development Project site to better document and understand the
subsurface ‘methane gas levels in the project area. The ETI report, dated April 17, 2000,

summarizing the results of that effort and identifies areas of methane concentrations of concern in
the CFD4 area.

The CLA authorized the hiring of of Kleinfelder to provide additional independent review of existing
methane data and proposed mitigations. e

2.1 Review of Existing Information/Stadies
2.1.1 Source of Methane
E)_qglo;gtion Tgchnglogj €s, Inc

ETI ppstﬁlétp_d that the methane gas dqté%_:;ed at CDF4 site could be the result of methane gas seepage

from the Southern California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Field via the postulated
Lincoln Boulevard Fault plane (April 17, 2000).

2.1.2 4Méth-an"e Levels and Mitigation
General

Several different studies have detected methane at varying concentrations in the soil gas samples

collected throughout the Playa Vista Development Project site, with the highest concentrations
located in the western portion of the site,

10



2.2 Additional Data/Information Gathering

2.2.1 Source of Methane

Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) and Zymax Forensics

Camp Dresser & McKee Inc. (CDM) and Zymax Forensics undertook studies to determine the
composition of the Southern California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Field gas and soil
gas samples taken at the Playa Vista Development Project site (Camp Dresser and McKee Inc.,
September 5, 2000; Zymax Forensics, September 21, 2000). The composition of the storage facility
gas was then compared to the soil gas samples from the development site. Dr. Ian Kaplan of Zymax
Forensics concluded that the data showed that the chemical and isotopic characteristics of the natural

gas stored by the Southem California Gas Company Playa De} Rey Gas Storage Field are different
from the gas detected at the Playa Vista Development Project site.

California Department of Conservation Division of Oil and Gas-

The Division of Oil and Gas is, among other things, responsible for regulating and -overseeing the
development, operation, and abandonment of gas storage facilities and oil:-wells. The Division-of
O1! and Gas indicates that the most recent testing at Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Field, which took
place in December 1998 and April 2000, and the regular annual reviews indicate that no gas losses
are occurring within the Field. The Division of Oil and Gas further indicates that-upon review of
information and studies, including information provided by ETL Southern California Gas Company,
and the Playa Vista Development Project; that they have no information to-indicate that any gas.at

the Playa Vista Development Project site is from the Southern California PlayaDel Rey Gas Storage
Field.

The Division of Oil and Gas further indicated that they will require the Playa Vista Development
Project proponent to replug any wells present in the project area to present-day standards: ‘Any
unrecorded wells identified during development will be required to be abandoned and plugged to
present-day standards. Finally, the Division will recommend that all wells be vented if a structure

is to be placed over or in proximity of a well (Division of Oil and Gas, October 10, 2000 (Appendix
A)). &

Kleinfelder

Kieinfelder reviewed several documents and reports regarding methane samples collected at the
Playa Vista Development Project site (Kleinfelder, February 7, 2000 (b)). Kieinfelder indicates that
the origin of methane detected in soil gas and groundwater at the Playa Vista Development Project
site appears to be related primarily to a deep thermogenic source and is not associated with the
Southern California Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Field. Kleinfelder further indicates that several

methane samples collected appear to indicate there may be secondary shallow source areas
comprised of decaying biological material.

11



2.2.2 Methliane Levels and Mitigation

(General

Methane is detected at varying concentrations in the soil gas samples collected throughout the Playa
Vista Development Project site, with the highest concentrations located in the western portion of the
site (Figure 2.1) (Kleinfelder, February 7, 2001.(b); LADBS, February 28, 2001 (Appendix B);
Sepich Associates Methane Specialists, January 30, 2001). The volume of study of methane
concentrations-at the Playa Vista Development Project site has yielded a data set that is more than
adequate for the assessment of potential methane hazards and for the desi gn of appropriate mitigation

measures (Kleinfelder, February 10, 2001 (b); Sepich Associates Methane Specialists, January 30,
2001). : ' :

Kleinfelder

Kleinfelder concludes that methane mitigation systems are required for the Playa Vista Development
Project site (Kleinfelder, February 7, 2001 (b)). Kleinfelder indicates that methane mitigations: 1)
consistent with specification provided by the LADBS in the Los Angeles Building Code and in
Memorandum of General Distribution No. 92; 2) consistent with the Division -of Oil and Gas
recommendations for oil well replugging and abandonment; and 3) consistent with the
recommendations of Sepich and Associates 1999 report, would be considered adequate to protect
the health and safety of the future residential and commercial occupants of the proposed Playa Vista
Development Project. Kieinfelder' furthér indicates that these mitigation ‘measures “have been
effective-in a variety of residential and commercial environments in Southern California. anid are
adequate for the:Playa Vista Development site. ' : " .

Sepich Associates

Sepich ‘Associates Methane Specialists recommends a methane mitigation systém, based upon
methane levels present, to prevent, detect, and monitor the presence of methane (Sepich Associates
Methane Specialists, January 30, 2001). The Sepich Associates report identifies three different
levels.of methane concentratians and associated mitgation levels for the project site: Level T, less
than 100 parts per million of volume (ppmv); Level I, 100 and 12,500 ppmv, and; Level Il above
12,500 ppmv.  All three levels would require a basic mitigation prevention system below the
building, including a 12-inch gravel blanket, with pipes to ventilate gas from underneath the
Impermeable membrane, and methane detection alarm systems within the building. For Levels I
and ITI, automatic ventilation systems triggered by elevated methane concentration levels beneath
the impermeable membrane and continuous monitoring systems would are also be required.
Additionally, Level I would require a subsurface venting system consisting of vent pipes drilled
into the 50-foot gravel aquifer to extract methane gas, thereby alleviating the accumulation of

methane within the aquifer and below the ground surface and also reducing the surface emissions
of methane.

12
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Qémp' Dresser & McKée Inc. (CDM)

CDM implemented a pilot program for the subsurface methane venting system. More than 70
temporary vent wells were installed at the site to detect the feasibility and effectiveness of venting
subsurface accumulations of methane in Level Il mitigation areas. The program illustrated that
subsurface methane can be vented. A permanent subsurface venting system is currently in
progressive design that will establish criteria for determining the exact number, appropriate location,
and engineering design of the subsurface wells (LADBS, February 28, 2001 (Appendix B)).

2.3 City Review, Conclusions, and Mitigations

2.3.1 Methane Source

LADBS, and their “Peer Reviewer,” Dr. Jones, President of ETI, reviewed information and studies
regarding the Southern California Gas Company Playa De} Rey Gas Storage Field and geochemical
components of methane collected at the Playa Vista Development Project site. LADBS and ETI
concluded that the gas seepage on the Playa Vista Development Project site appears to be derived
from the Pico Sands at depth and does not come from the California Playa Del Rey Gas Storage
Field (LADBS, February 28, 2001) (Appendix B); LADBS, January 31,2001 (2) (Appendix C); ETI,
January 31, 2001 (b) (Appendix D)). These findings are consistent with the conclusions of the
Division of Oil and Gas, Kleinfelder, and Zymax Forensics.

2.3.2 Methane Levels and Mitigation

LADBS and ETI, reviewed information and studies regarding methane concentrations at the Playa
Vista Development Project site and methane mitigations. The LADBS and ETI concluded that the
methane mitigation systems recommended by Sepich Associates Methane Specialists, Janunary 30,
2001 would adequately protect public safety (LADBS, January 31, 2001 (a) (Appendix C); LADBS,

February 28, 2001 (Appendix B); ETI, January 31, 2001 (2) (Appendix D)). These measures exceed
the recommendations of Kleinfelder.

2.3.3 Mitigations

A methane mitigation system to prevent, detect, and monitor the presence of methane will be
required. Mitigation measures will vary depending upon the concentration of methane present, with
mitigations required for areas of higher methane concentrations being inclusive of all mitigations

required for areas with lesser methane concentrations. Table 2 -1 lists all mitigation requirements
and methane concentration categories.

Level I mitigations will be required for areas with methane concentrations of less than 100 parts per
million of volume (ppmv). Level I mitigations will include a basic mitigation prevention system
below buildings, including a 12-inch gravel blanket with pipes to ventilate gas from underneath an
impermeable membrane and membrane detection alarm systems within the building.
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Level II mitigations will be required for areas with methane concentration levels between 100 and
12,500 ppmv. Level Il mitigations will include all Level I mitigations, plus a requirement to install
automatic ventilation systems triggered by elevated methane concentrations levels beneath the
impermeable membrane and continuous monitoring systems.

Level ITI mjﬁgaﬁons will be required for areas with methane concentrations levels above 12,500
ppmv. Level I mitigations will include all Level I and Level Il mitigations, plus a requirement to
install a subsurface venting system.

Utility vaults and similar substructures installed in the Playa Vista Development area will be required
to implement appropriate mitigations necessary to prevent accumulation of methane in the structures.
This could include but is not limited to, installation of impermeable membranes under the structures,
venting of structures, installation of methane sensors and alanms, and other. recommcndatlons
1dent1ﬁed by methane spcmahsts

The developerfbmlder will have primary respons:blhty for the design and construction of bulldmg
the methane prevention and building monitoring systems, and for ensuring appropnate opmuop...
Upon certification of operanonal status of the building methane and monitoring systems, the bmldmg_
owner or property owners’ association will have respon51b1hty for the continued opmnou, testmg,
mmntenance repair, and replacements of the systems, as necessary.

The building owner or property owners’ association shall test the system at least annually and submit

a certification to the Los Angeles Fire Department and the LADBS that annual testing, mainténance,”"

and service has been completed and certifying that all systems are operational. The building owner -
or propcrty owners’ association shall develop and submit for approval by the LADBS and the Los
Angeles Fire Department an evacuation plan for the building. A copy of the evacuation plan shall-
be made available to residents and tenants. The building owner or propertyowners’ ‘association shall .
have financial responsibility for all costs and expenses associated with the building methane system
and the momtormg system and for submlmng required reports to be provided to the Cxty

For bmldmgs that are located on common areas (i.e: not owned or. com:rolled by ‘an mdivldual :
building owner or property owners’ association), the Playa Vista Master Association shall have
responsibility for testing, maintenance, repair, service, and reporting.

An individual or group should be engaged to monitor and oversee implementation of methane
mitigations in all development, including infrastructure installed by various entities. This oversight
should mclude authority to review design, mstallatmn and initial operation 1of the required methane
mitigation measures. The monitoring entity should report to the Planming Department.
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Table 2-1: Methane Mitigations

' METHANE SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

A baseline soil gas survey shall be conducted for each building site to dctemunc the areas of Playa Vista Phase [ in which

building methane prevention systems are requiired. !

lue:

10-<30ppmv

. R Blue: 30-<100ppmv

[Yeliow: 1000-<{2_300ppmv Red:

Mitigation Measure Methane Concenmranon Level
Level 2 Leve] 112 Leve[ [II2
MWhite: <loppmyv [Green:  100-<1000ppmv  [Orange: 12.500-<130.000ppmv

150.000ppmyv or >

iVethane Prevention System?

Passive - Underneath the Building

Required

Required

. 12" gravel blanket equired
- gas collection vent pipe Required Required equired
. /impermeable membrane _Required  Required - [Required -
[Active - Mechanical Ventilation - 1 B
. vennlauon mggcred with elevazed mz:hane coaccmranons None Required* “IRequired®
Subsurface Ventilation WNone -None . - - Reequired
iviethane Detection System
Wlthm the Butldmg N U

detecmrs m spa:ts locamd in the bascmcmflowcs: Iev:l i R.equ::ed

- _ automanc uouﬁcanon of I.AFD‘

Undemeath the Bmldm.g

r dara collecting sensors below impermeabie mcmbrane’

8 damcnﬁernngmsorsbetwmunpcrmable mcmbnneand.

' lowest floor/basement slabf

Methane Monitoring System

o manualquzmﬂy assessment | Required? None None

N continuous methane sampling and data collection accessible None Required® Required}
by-the homeowners' association, LADBS and LAFD via the 4 :
Interner :

iMaintenance of the Prevention, Detection and Monitoring

Systems

- annual testing to the sausfaction of LADBS and LAFD Required equired - Required

- homeowners' association to have financial responsibilities Required equired R equired
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Page 2

Table 2-1 cont.: Methane Mitigations

. BUILDING SOIL GAS SURVEY

IContingency Plan

when high methane concentration are derected within 2 Required Required : equired
building _ .
when methane system components fail [Required - Required equired

Footnotes:

L.

Projects for which bmldmg permit apphcauons were received by LADBS prior to January 1, 2002 may use as baseline
methane concentration darta the soil gas survey data prepared by CDM/ET] at Appendix 1. After January 1, 2002, all
projects shall submit for approval to the satisfaction of LADBS, individual soil gas site assessments that characterize
methane soil gas concentrations for the building site.

Levels of methane concentrations and corresponding colors on the methane conccntrauon maps are 1dcrmf1ed in the
Appendix 2 or individual building site soil gas assessmenzs.

LADBS may reduce on requirements in areas where the mcthane concentrations in T.hc area of bmldmg sues is
non-detect: .

When methane concentrations are detected at 37,300 ppmv by the sensors in the vcnu]anon syst:m below the
impervious membrane, 2 mechanical ventilaton system shall be automatically activated.

Number, type and Jocation of detectors (or approved equivalents) to be determined by a qua.hﬁed met:hane cngme:r as
approved by LADBS. .

Audible alarm, visual alarm and nonﬁcauon of LA.FD shall be tnggcred thn meth.ane conccnmons an: deu:cncd at
12,500 ppmv. "'~
Sampling data reviewed by 2 qualified methane. cngmccr shx.ﬂ ‘e approved by LADBSV When such d.a!a"ls determined
to be highly variable, additional manual sampling or electronic sampling maybe reqiired by: LADBS. A qualified
methane engineer shall submit a report to LADBS with conclusions and recommendations.

When the methane concentration data indicates significant changes in methane concentrations below the membrane,

then a report by a qualified methane cngmeershaﬂbesubmxmdeA.DBS chamctenzmgd:emsonsforsuch
changes.

e

LA_DOCS\436811.4 [W9T)

Copied from the ‘Scpjch Associates Report. January 30, 2001
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SECTION 3
SUBSIDENCE

3.0 General Background

Subsidence is the sinking of the ground to a lower level. Subsidence can be associated with -
sediment consolidation, groundwater withdrawal, and gas and oil production. Removal of fluids
from underground reservoirs or aquifers can create voids that may result in eventual ground surface
subsidence. Some have indicated that escaping gases, such as methane, could also result in
subsidence. Ground subsidence can result in differential settlement and cause damage to engineered

3.1 Review of Existing Information/Studies

* Subsidence has been documented in several oil fields in the southern California region. ‘However,
the Playa Vista development site is not located in an area of known subsidence (City of Los Angeles,
Draft Environmental Impact Report, First Phase for Playa Vista, September 28, 1992, State
Clearinghouse No.90010510).: -~ - S
‘Development of the PlayaDel Rey Oil Field in the vicinity of thie Playa Vista development site began
in the 1920's with production peaking in 1935. Only minor subsidence was noted in the Playa Del
‘Rey Oil field between the primary production years of 1925 to 1938, with no subsidence moted
- ...between 1949 and 1955:. Oil extraction,at the present time is minimal, and the former oil reserveir
- is;pressurized for natural gasstorage. .. - : - - S

3:2 Additional Data/Information Gathering
Bureau of Engineering (BOE) Survey Division

To evaluate subsidence in the Playa Vista Development Project area, the BOE, Survey Division
performed a survey of the area in October, 2000 (BOE, October 24, 2000 (Appendix E)). Using a
National Geodetic Survey benchmark as a baseline, the survey recorded the current elevations of
benchmarks in the vicinity ofthe Playa Vista Development Project area and compared them to those
same benchmarks as surveyed in 1975, 1980, and 1985. The survey met the tolerances for National
Geodetic Survey, Second Order Class 11, resulting in a high degree of accuracy.

The elevation change measured in the area over the 25 year period from 1975 to 2000 ranged from
-2.66 inches (subsidence) to +0.81 inches (uplift). Figure 3.1 illustrates the location of each

benchmark surveyed, the elevation change from the earliest available date, and the approximate
Limits of the oil field.
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3.3 City Review, Conclusions, and Mitigations

The maximum subsidence observed by the BOE in the area over the period from 1975 to 2000 was
2.66 inches. This level of subsidence was confined to the location at an elevation marker placed on
the curb of Manchester Boulevard at the intersection of Hastings Avenue. Another elevation marker
displaying greater than 2 inches of settlement (2.17 inches) was located in a Lincoln Boulevard
sidewalk. No significant or clearly defined trend of increased subsidence with the Playa Del Rey Oil
Field or any other specific area was observed. This suggests that settlement is localized and may be
associated with curb, sidewalk, and gutter settlement along major streets (BOE, F ebruary 26, 2001
(Appendix F), |

3.3.1 Mitig'at..jon'si
None required. Design measures are adequate to addresgthé 'miiiima{,l?lgvél_'ofsﬁbsidcj;ce and uplift

observed in the area; There is no evidence that proposedmethane mitigation measures would result
in increased potential for subsidence in the area. ‘ o : -
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SECTION 4

POTENTIAL FAULT IMPACTS ON THE PLAYA DEL REY GAS STORAGE
FACILITY

4.0 General Background

The ETI report (ET1, Apnl 17 2000) 1dent1ﬁed the possibility of a potential subsurface fault (cailed
the Lincoln Boulevard Fault in the report). Concern was expressed that if such a fault does exist,
a future earthquake with an epicenter close to the CFDA4 site could potentially cause a rapid release -

of large volumes of gas from the Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Faml:ty to the surface along the
purported Lincoln Boulevard Fanlt plane.

4.1 Review of Existing Information/Studies
Egpk loration T‘echnolog;'e.s; Inc. (E} D

The ETI report postu]ated a prewously undascovered fault W1th a shallow subsurface locauon Just
eastof Lincoln Boulevard.. ETI mappeda shallow oval-shaped methane anomalyjust.east of’ Lincoln
Boulevard, as detected by a four foot soil. gas survey and monitoring wells. - ETI interpreted the
anomaly to be aresult of a postulated earthquake fauit. ETI further postulated that the fault should
be considered potentially active and that an earthquake event along the fault could resultin large
volumes of methane.gas being released to the surface., ETI aiso postulated that-the methané gas
detected at CDF4 site could be the zesult of methane:gas seepage from the Southern:California Gas
Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Field via. the posmlated meoln Boulevard Fault plane

4.2 Addmonnl Datallnformatnon Gathermg
Davis and Namson

Subsequent 1o the E’I’I Apnl 17 .2000 report, Daws -and Namson Consulung Geologlsts were
engaged by Playa Vista Capital fo evaluate the faulting issues at the Playa Vista Development Project
site. .Davis-and Namson Consulting Geologlsts utilized five different geological and geophysical
methods to evaluate the: possibﬂity of faulting at the Playa Vista Deve‘lopment?ro_] ect site: 1) search
of existing literature; 2) construction of subsurface maps and ccross sections based on well data; 3)
purchase and interpretation of preexisting Chevron seismic reflection data; 4) acquisition and
interpretation of a 2-D high resolution reflection seismic line along Jefferson Boulevard and a 3-D
seismic survey over the entire project site, and 5) an off-shore geophys;cal survey southwest of the
site (Davis and Namson Consulting Geologists, November 16, 2000).

Davis and Namson reviewed existing geologic literature and unpublished consultant reports relevant
to the Playa Vista Development Project area. Davis and Namson found no mention of the postulated
Lincoln Boulevard fault in the literature prior to the ETI report (ETI, 2000). In addition, Davis and
Namson conclude that the preexisting evidence cited by ET1 to support the existence of the Lincoln
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Boulevard fault does not support the presence of such a fauit.

A study completed in 1935 by L.H. Metzneris cited by ETI to support the existence of the postulated
Lincoln Boulevard fault. Davis and Namson’s review of the Metzner report found that Metzner, on
the basis of changes in topographic expression, inferred several faults in the De} ReyHills southwest
of the Playa Vista Development Project. However, Davis and Namson indicate that Metzner never
claimed that there was a fault in the area of the postulated Lincoln Boulevard fault. Furthermore,
Davis and Namson found that the result of oil exploration drilling and geophysical work subsequent
to Metzner’s work cast doubt on the validity of any of the surface faults postulated in the 1935
Metzner report. Finally, Davis and Namson report that none of the subsurface maps within the
Division of Oil and Gas Summary reports completed subsequent to the 1935 Metzner report show
- Metzner’s postulated surface faults. o

Davis and Namson, and Jack West a California registered geologist, constructed subsurface maps
and cross sections of the Playa Vista Development site using oil and gas well data and previous
subsurface work. The group concluded that the two regional cross-sections constructed by Jack West
and the three subsurface maps and four-cross sections constructed by Davis and Namson showed no
significant fault is possible under-the entire Playa Vista Development Project site: Davis and
Namson further indicate: that no faulting has occurred in the western part of the Playa Vista
Development Project site during the last 2.5 to 3.0 million years. - S
Playa Vista Capital purchased a licensed seismic reflection line, located about 9,000 to 12,000 feet
south of the Playa Vista Development site and oriented in an east-west direction, fromChcvron.’Ihc o
seismic-line is‘oriented so.that it should intersect the southern projection of the pestulated Lincoln -
Boulevard fault. Davis and Namson concluded that due to the unbroken reflectors in-the Chievion
seismic line and the lack of diffractions that either the postulated Lincoln Boulevard fauit 1s
nonexistent or dies out before reaching the line. Further, Davis and:Namson state that the-Chevron
seismic line indicates no faulting has occurred in the last 3.0 million years.

T e

5
o

T

An extensive seismic reflection study was completed under the direction of Davis and Namson. New
on- and off-shore geophysical data, mostly seismic reflection; was acquired in a pattern ‘thatwrould
image any faulting at the Playa Vista- Development Project site. In J uly, 2000, ‘Subsurface
Exploration Company acquired-a 2-D high resolution seismic line along the south side of Jefferson
Boulevard, with subsequentdata processing by Tricon Geophysical anid terpretation and intégration
of the 2-D line with oil well data completed by Davis and Namson. The 2-D line transects most 6f
the Playa Vista Development Project site in an east-west direction from the eastern edge of the
Southern California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Field to the eastern end of the Playa
Vista property. Davis and Namson state that the 2-D line shows a set of continuos teflectors along
the entire line indicating there has been no faulting of any kind along the line during at least the last
1.0 million years. In addition, Davis and Namson conclude that the 2-D seismic line shows no

evidence for either the postulated Lincoln Boulevard or Charnock faults m the Playa Vista
Development Project site. '
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A 3-D seismic survey was acquired over the entire Playa Vista Development Project site (except a
small area on the west end of the project site for which abundant well data illustrated no faulting
during the last 2.5 to 3 million years) and over additional areas along Centinela and Ballona Creeks,
Dockweiler State Beach south of Ballona Creek, and in the entrance to Marina Del Rey Harbor.
Davis and Namson state that the 3-D seismic survey indicates that no faulting has occurred under
the Playa Vista site during the last 2.0 million years. Further, Davis and Namson conclude that the
3-D seismic survey revealed no evidence for either the postulated Lincoln Boulevard or Chamock
faults.

During July 2000 an extensive offshore.geophysical survey was undertaken by Dr. Dan Francis of
California State University Long Beach and Dr. Marc Legg of Legg Geophysical to better understand
the origin of the bluffs just south of the Playa Vista Development site. Davis and Namson indicated
that the study results show that the bluffs are the result of erosion by the ancestral Ballona Creek and
not faulting and uplift. o

Two east-west rending faults, with a vertical separation of 12 feet or less, were imaged near the
entrance of Marina Del Rey. Davis and Namson concluded that these faults do not project on-shore.

In surﬁmary, based upon review of existing literature and extensive new seismic surveys, Davis and
Namson (Davis and Namson Consulting Geologists, November 16, 2000) conclude there is no
evidence to support the presence of the postulated Lincoln Boulevard or Chammock fanlts.
Furthermore, they conclude that seismic reflection surveys show no faulting has occurred at the Playa
Vista Development Project site in at least the last 2.0 million years.

Earth Consultants Intemational, Inc.

Earth Consultants International, Inc. reviewed previously published geologic maps and Teports
covering the Playa Vista Development Project area and unpublished geologic and geotechnical
reports pertinent to the Playa Vista site (Earth Consultants International, Inc., July, 2000). Earth
Consultants International, Inc. also conducted a subsurface study of borings and Cone Penetrometer
Tests across the location of the postulated Lincoln Boulevard fault. Earth Consultants International,

Inc. did not find any evidence to support the existence of the postulated Lincoln Boulevard fault
across the Playa Vista property.

Califormia Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology

The City requested the assistance of the California Department of Conservation, Division Mines and
Geology in reviewing the 2-D and 3-D seismic studies undertaken at the Playa Vista Development

Project site. The Division of Mines and. Geology indicates there is.no evidence. to support the
postulated Lincoln Boulevard fault (Section 6, Comment Letter #4).

The Division of Mines and Geology review of the data and information available regarding the two
off-shore anomalies in the area of the entrance of Marina Del Rey indicates that there are several
plausible expianations for the anomalies. (Section 6, Letter# 23). It appears that the anomalies could
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be associated with depositional features characteristic of stream channels.

4.3 City Review and Conclusions

The BOE, LADBS, and ETI, reviewed the Davis and Namson study, the Earth Consultants
International, Inc. report, and referenced studies and reports. The City departments, Division of
Mines and Geology, and various consultants all agree that the geologic-and geophysical data do not
support the existence of the postulated Lincoln Boulevard fault (LADBS, December 19, 2000
(Appendix G) ; LADBS, February 28,2001 (Appendix B); ETI, J anuary 31, 2001 (b) (Appendix H)).
In addition, as indicated in the methane section above, methane gas at the Playa Vista Deifelo;irhcnt
Project site does not come from the Southem California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage
Field. Therefore, the potential for large volumes of methane gas to escape from the Southern
California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Field in the event of an earthquake is
unsupported by the evidence. S . o

- 4.3.1; Mitigations
No niiﬁgation over and beyond compliance with existing seismic building codes and methane

mitigation measure discussed in the Methane section above is required.

A
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SECTION 5

HEALTH RISKS OF BTEX AND H,S

5.0 General Background

Methane gas is not a toxic air contaminant (TAC). However, some TACs, such as benzene, toluene,
ethyl-benzene, and xylene (BTEX) and hydrogen sulfide (H,S) may be associated with méthane
emissions. The primary health risk of concern due to exposure to benzene is a potential increased
risk of cancer. Non-cancer chronic and acute health effects are associated with BTEX and hydrogen
sulfide. Potential non-cancer health effects of these pollutants of concemn include eye and: resplratory
irritation, and central nervous system and reproductive concerns.

Potential health impacts associated with BTEX and H,S are dependent upon pollutant concentration
and duration of exposure. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the State of California
Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic :Substance:Control (DTSC): ’Cahfonua
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment ({OEHHA), and other- Tegulatory. agencmuse
the benchmark of.a cancer risk of 1 x 10® to-indicate insignificant carcinogenic public health Tisk,
with no further investigation or remediation warranted.. Exposure to carcinogens (6nly- benzene in
the case of BTEX and H2S) is averaged over a 70 year period reflecting the experience that cancer
associated with contaminants of concern may manifest itself several years after exposure to
contaminants of concern has ceased. EPA and other regulatory agencies use the benchmark-of a
hazard index of 1 to indicate insignificant non-carcinogenic public health fiski with:no* fiirther
investigation or remediation warranted. -.Exposure to'non-carcinogens is ‘averaged over 30-years
reflecting the experience that non-cancer health effects gencrally ma.mfest themselv&s dxmng
‘exposure {o contaminants of.concern. :

The City engaged the professlonal services: oleemfelderto assistin evaluatmg potentiél heﬁlth nsks
associated with BTEX and H.S associated with methane emissions.

5.1 Rev;ew of Exlstmg InformatmnlStudles :
Geomamx Cogsultant Inc.

Geomatrix Consultant Inc.undertook an “Evaluation of Potential Public Health Impacts Associated
with the Presence of Potentially Toxic Compounds in Soil Gas at Playa Vista,” for Playa Vista
Capital (July 25, 2000). The Geomatrix report indicates that an insignificant risk is associated with
BTEX and H.,S levels found at the Playa Vista Development Project site. The modeled ambient air

concentrations of BTEX and H.S modeled hy Geomatrix did not exceed the exposure levels cited
above.

The Geomatrix report also examined worker exposures and concluded that mitigation measures were
appropriate. The report indicates that *it is possible that the combination of an elevated H.S pocket
and the confined space of an excavation could lead to an ambient air concentration in excess of
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worker health criteria.”
5.2 Additional Information/Data Gathering

City and Kleinfelder

The City and Kleinfelder reviewed the Geomatrix study and identified two concerns. First, the study
appears to base its conclusions regarding residential’ exposure risks upon outdoor ambient air
concentrations rather than upon more conservative indoor concentrations. Second, worker health
criteria is less protective than health criteria established for the general public and the study
concluded that ambient concentrations in confined spaces could potentially exceed worker health
criteria, - - : E E

Kleinfelder

Kleinfelder reviewed the soil gas data from threedifferent Playa Vista Developmeént Project site soil
gas surveys (Kleinfelder, February 7, 2001(a)).: Those three studies comprise.adotal:of 1;155 soil
gas samples. Only 3% of the samples taken contained benzene, 2% contained methylbenzene, 4% -
contained m-, p-Xylene, and less than 1% contained }Ls;QB%rcontained'iolﬁene,‘énd-l‘S%' contained
o-Xylene. - o ST LT

Kieinfelder conducted an HRA for BTEX and H.S {(Kleinfelder, February 7,200 1(a)):"The HRA
wasconducted utilizing procedures established by the EPA, DTS yand OEHHA : The HRA utilized
VELy conservative assumptions to-assure maximum protection:of: public health:> e S

The HRA assumes that an adult lives indoors on the site 24 hours.aday, 350:days ayear (leaving the
site for only two weeks during the year) for 30 years. Indoor exposure to BTEX and H.S is the worst
case gxposure. scenario as gasses would be contained and not dispersed-or diluted as would be the
case with outdoor conditions. Inhalation exposure for adults (20 m¥day)is grés st thian for children
(10 mr/day) due to the larger lung capacity of adults. Therefore, for the inbalation pathway adult
exposure represents the worst case scenario and would beprotective of childrén’s health: The
exposure duration of 30-years, 350 daysa year, 24 hours per dayis a standard assumption established
by EPA and utilized by DTSC and O X LT L e

The HRA assumes anadult is continuouslyexposed to highest level.of benzene (3.835 ppmv) detected
at the Playa Vista Development Project site. The benzenelevel of 3.85 ppmv was only detected once
in the 1,155 soil gas samples analyzed and is magnitudes higher than the next level of benzene
detected (1.05ppmv). The conservativeness of assuming continuos exposure to the highest benzene

level detected is further magnified by the fact that benzene was not detected in 97% of the 1,155
samples analyzed.

Based upon the above methodology, cancer risk at the Playa Vista Development Project site was
estimated in the HRA at 1 x 107, well below the benchmark of insignificance. Using the average
concentration of benzene detected at the site, still a conservative assumption since the average
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benzene concentration is based upon the average of only 34 of the 1,155 samples taken in which
benzene was detected, the estimated cancer risk is substantially lower: 7 x 10-.

Non-cancer hazards for BTEX and H.S were assessed in the HRA utilizing the highest concentration
of .each of the pollutants of concern. For the same reasons discussed above, this is a very
conservative assumption since pollutants of concern were detected in relatively few soil gas samples
and in limited areas of the site. The non-cancer hazard index for the maximum concentrations of
BTEX and HzS detected at the site is estimated at 0.051, well below the benchmark of insignificance.
The non-cancer hazard for the average concentration of the BTEX and H3S (still a conservative
assumption since of the total of 1,155 soil gas samples taken only 34 contained benzene, 267
contained toluene, 18 contained ethylbenzene, 49 contained m-,p-Xylene, 71 contained o-Xylene, and
10 contained H,S) is estimated at 0.0001, agam well below the benchmark of m51gn1ﬁcance

Both ETI and Kleinfelder concluded that the source of BTEX and H.S observed at the Playa Vista
Development Project site is associated with near surface soii and/or groundvater contamination and
is not directly associated with methane observed at the site (ETI, 2000; Kleinfelder, February 7, 2001
O B

Inte mted En;rifbnm.entél S ervices,'; Iﬁc :

Since the BTEX contamination was detenmned to be associated with 5011 and groundwatcr, the Clty
wanted toensure that the cumulative healthimpacts associated with BTEX, H.S, and other potcntxal
sotl and groundwater contaminants were being appropriately addressed:: The LA.RWQCB isthelead
state agency currently overseeing the.remediation efforts at the Playa Vm Dcvclopmen’t‘mte and
is coordinating and consultmg with OEHHA as appropriate.-

Soil and g;mmdwatcr for thc entire Playa Vista. Development PrOJect site wﬂl undergo separate :
phasad remediation programs. - To expedite the cleanup of contaminated soils and’ groundwater
while ensuring protection ofhuman health and the environnient, ahealth based remediation program
was developed by Integrated Environmental Services, Inc., reviewed by OEHHA and approved by
the LARWQCB (Integrated Environmental Services, Inc., February, 2000; OEHHA, December 9,
1999; LARWQCB, December 27, 1999 and July 7, 2000). The health-basedremediation strategy
1s designed to ensure that soil and groundwater contamination is remediated to a level of

mmgmﬁcance and that cumulative- impacts associated with mu’inple contammants andmultlplc
exposure pathways do not exceed acccptable levels.

The health. based remediation program derived constituent/pollutant-specific remedmtmn goals so
that exposure to any single constituent will result in incremental lifetime cancer risk of 1 x10+< orless
and a hazard index of 0.2_or less. The.use of such health based goals.in soil and groundwater
cleanup would result in site conditions that pose no significant health risk to future users from
exposure to any one constituent. However, due to the complexity of exposure to multiple pollutants
of concem through multiple exposure pathways, the cumulative health impacts associated with post-
remediation site conditions cannot be fully characterized until site cleanup is complete. For this
reason, the LARWQCB will require an assessment of final site conditions with post-remediation
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confirmation sampling to verify that cumulative effects of pollutants of concemn are adequafely
addressed and final remediation is protective of human health and the environment from a
~ cumulative perspective.

The Playa Vista .Devclopment Project site has already undergone comprehensive environmenta)
investigation and soil and groundwater remediation has been initiated, and in some instances
completed.

The LLADBS has established procedures to ensure that construction activities at sites with known
contamination are precluded from commencing or continuing work until written' clearance of
appropriate remediation is received from the lead agency (LADBS, February 6, 1989). ‘In the
specific case of the Playa Vista Development Project site, the LADBS and LARWQCB arein close
contact regarding site construction issues and clearances.

5.3 City Review, Conclusions, and Mitigations

Potential health isks associated with BTEX and HLS soil gas emissions af the Playa Vista
Development Project site, whether associated with methane or soil and groundwater contamination,
are below the benchmarks established by EPA, DTSC, OEHHA, and: otherireguiatoryiagmcies 1o
indicate insignificant risk, with no further investigation or remediation warranted. o

With regard to other soil contaminants, the LARWQCB, in coordination with “OEHHA, has
established:asoiland groundwater remediation process which-adequately protects humar tealth and
the environment, including addressing potential cumulative impacts. The health based rémédiation
strategy established for the Playa Vista Development Project siteis comprehensive innature and will
consider BTEX soil gases in the cumulative HRA completed for the site as remediation activities
are completed: The LADBS has established procedures to ensure close coordination bétween the
City and the LARWQCB as site development progresses. Therefore, potential cumulativeimpacts
associated soil and groundwater contamination, including BTEX, will'be didressed s amaritier that

is protective of human health.

5.3.1 ._‘Mi.i;iga_t_ions
None required. The mitigation méas:xr‘e"s proposed for methane would further reduce the jiBtentiaI
health risks associated with soil and groundwater contamination. The impermeable membrane
required for methane mitigation would not only serve to ensure that methane is precluded from

entermg buildings and other confined spaces, but would also preclude soil gases-of concern from
entering those same spaces. _
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SECTION 6

Comment Letters Received
on the March, 2001
CLA Report on Playa Vista Development Site

The CLA Report on Playa Vista Devc]opment Site dated March, 2001 was released for a 30 day
public comment period. Copies of the Report were directly mailed to more than 100 individuals,
noticed in Argonaut and Daily Breeze newspapers, placed on the City’s web site, and noticed via
availability notices mailed to over 500 addresses. Twenty-four comment letters were recelved
Comment lefters and responses to comments are included in this Section.

Comment letters received are as follows:

Comment Letter #1: Howard Hackett, Past President Del Rey Homeowners

Comment Letter #2: Alfredo Urso

Comment Letter #3: Debra-Lynne Terrill

Comment Letter #4: William Bryant, Program Manager, Active Faults, California
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (also
see Comment Letter #23)

Comment Letter #5: Airport Marina Group Sierra Club, Ballona Ecosystem Education
Project, Grassroots Coalition, and Spirit of the Sage Council

Comment Letter #6: Patricia Trujillo

Comment Letter #7: Julia Judge

Comment Letter #8: Thomas Judge

Comment Letter #3: Patricia McPherson, President, Grassroots Coalition; Rex Frankel,
Chair, Ballona Ecosystem Education Project; Kathy Knight, Special
Projects Coordinator, Spirit of the Sage Council and Conservation
Chair, Airport Marina Group Sierra Club

Comment Letter #10: Rose MacHardy

Comment Letter #11: Jonathan Aurthur

Comment Letter #12: 132 Form Letters with original individual signatures delivered by
Playa Capital Companies, L1L.C

Comment Letier #13: Stewart Morris

Comment Letter #14: Leslie Purcell

Comment Letter #15: Rick Archer, USC Earth Sciences

Comment Letter #16: Marcia Hanscom, Executive Director, Wetlands Acuon Network;
Robert van de Hoek, Chair, Sierra Club Ballona Wetlands Task Force

Comment Letter #17: John Geroch, Associate Engineering Geologist, Site Cleanup Unit I,

Califormia Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles
Region

Attached Memorandum from Julio Salinas, Ph.D. Hazardous Waste
Toxicology Section, Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment to John Georch, LARWQCB
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Comment Letter #18: Suzanne M. DeBenedittis

Comment Letter #19: Faye Ku

Comment Letter #20: Bryan Gordon

Comment Letter#21: Michael De La Torre, Southern Califoria as Company

Comment Letter#22: KennethE. Trott, Environmental Coordinator, California Department

. of Conservation

Comment Letter #23: William Bryant, Program Manager, Active Faults, Catifornia

- Department of Conservation, Division of Geology and Mines (also
7 see Comment Letter #4)
Comment Letter #25: Giyora Doch
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Comment Letter #1
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March 14, 2001

Ronald F. Deaton

City of Los Angeles

Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst
Room 512 City Hall

Los Angeles, CA_ 90012

Dear Sir,

mankyouforacopyofthe'cny Inv&chgatlon of Potentlai lsuesofConcem forCommumty Dlstnc:tNo 4

- Playa Vista Development Project” March 2001.

_Although 1.am not an expert in any of the fields studied, Ifeelthatthe;epmtanswersallofﬁtéq@ons
“about the perceived ecological risks and dangers brought up by the opponents of the overall prqect.

Thrsprqecthasbeenswlledwaytolongbymosﬂybogusmplamsmdﬁwdouslawswts.

‘Innwoplmm the next steps should be taken expediently. tfanyothenmesareralsedﬁwyshouldbe
disregarded as irrelevant, .costly; and regardedasastrategyiofmmerstallmeprqect. AT

.Smcerely o

St ckil]

Howard Hackett
Past President-Del Rey Homeowners
- 5208 Etheldo Avenue
Cl.ﬂ\ler cnyr'mimzms
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01 APR -G PHI2: 26 April 4, 2001

Ronald F. Deaton
Chief Legislative Analyst

Re: Playa Vista ~ Mello-Roos
I will keep this simple.

The more ] learn about the Playa Vista development the more 1 am appalied that the city
of L.A would even consider issuing Me!lo-Roos bonds!

1. This development is bad for the health of the people that live in the area_

2. Apant from the increased’ illness factors this project is not structurally sound and
could be dangerous to potential residents.

3.-It1s irresponsible to take this last piece of wetlands ecosystem away from the wildlife
who depend on it for their survival, I - '

4. Whatever development has already been undertaken has to a large degree been o
immorai and illegal. = . '

Whichever way you look at it this project 15 doomed t6-fail and 16 case problems and
law surts extending far into the future :
Keeping the Ballona ECO-system will benefit all of us . humans and wildlife.

DEFINITELY NO MELLO-ROOS BONDS FOR PLAYA VISTA.

4710 La Villa Manna # C
Manna Del Ray, 90292

R Comment Letter #2
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-Comment Letter #3

HRELrivols
April 3, 2001 - CLA

Barb Garrett " 01 APR-S PMI2: 36
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst . '

200 N. Main Street, Room 512

. Las Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Garrett:

I have reviewed the City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern for Community
Facilities District No. 4 Playa Vista Development Project. There are a number of key
problems with the report as presented: -

* 1. Figure 2.1, Playa Vista Development, Los Angeles California, Methane
- Concentrations (ppmv) 4 Foot Gas Survey reflects methane concentrations at one
point in time.” Many of the methane concentrations are in-the 40,000 parts per
“1,000,000 parts range, i.c., dangerous levels. It is not properly reflected in the
- Teport that this methane migrates, . In effect, methane situated in.one Tocation at 31
© these dangerous levels will move 10 other locations if it cannot freely.escape
“through the surface. The concrete ground covering created by the proposed Playa
Vista Development will force methane 1o migrate to the surrounding areas,
creating dangers beyond the Development itself. Even if the problem is mitigated
, with protection, there is no guaranteg of safety due to the volatile nature of
~ ethane. Residerices and businesses in the areas surounding the-proposed Playa

_ Vs Developmentare putasrisk, . ... . .ot g o

stable ground conditions, the proposed Playa Vista Development would be built 3-2

. over unstable ground conditions mw@%ﬁ -Atis impossible to create the
S L i o e i ORI, L g S ERRELR e - O s A e PR
‘Mecessary containment and mitigation methane sealants under these:conditions.

3. Figure 2. reflects a sail gas survey limited to.only four.feet. dtis prudent to

surveya "““"‘h_“‘ﬁv"‘.‘Sjnhmﬂtptppemﬁatanumbcrofdlffcmmlcvels 3-3
“Tis irresponsibie. and potentially reckless 0 limit the gas survey 1o:only.the four

4. The proposed Playa Vista Development is situated in Southern California, which

- has a high propensity for earthquakes. While some faults have been identified,
others, as Santa Monica discovered in 1994, are hidden. The high methane
concentrations as already identified on the property, and there will be surely more  §3- 4
when different levels are surveyed, create a hazardous and potentially explosive
situation in the event of earthquakes.

5. The samples taken 1o assess the presence and concentration of H2S at the
proposed Playz Vista Development site were not described in full and appropriate

detail. The details are very important because the nature of the site, combining 3.5



Comment Letter #3 cont.

methane and bacteria from organic matter, indicates that much higher levels of
H2S would be present than disclosed in the report. The H2S sampling process
used to make the assessment and evaluation process needs to be clearly disclosed.
It is implausible that less than one percent of the samples contained H2S. In
effect, the statements made regarding the health risk are not properly founded.

6. The report fails to take into account the ramifications of methane, as a freely
rising gas, interacting with benzene, toluene, ethyl-benzene and xylene, which
flow closer to the ground. Proper disclosure requires that the impact of this
interaction of gases be addressed. - ‘ '

1. Itis prudent that the Division of Qil and Gas would require that the proposed
Playa Vista Development replug any wells present in the project area to present-

«day standards. While it is also a positive step that the Division would also require

- the:developers to have unrecorded wells identified during development to be
: -abandoned and plugged to present-day stindards, it is reasonable to expect that
not all of the unrecorded wells would be identified. The. proposed Playa Vista
-Development sits on'what might'bé déscribed as 2 massive minefield of
unrecorded wells. Since it‘is impossible t6 identify all of the-unrecorded wells, it
is reasonable to assume that the probiems associated with those wells would not
be mitigated and would pose an inherent danger. - S '

~stable.areas may-be imperméable for exictided periods of times, the sandy soil of
the proposed Playa Vista Development'which required pilings for evelopment,
does not provide a suitable foundation for membranes that will meet the test of

8. While it is reasonable to expéct that mefnbranes designed to contain methane in

-

9. While pipes.can heip 10 mitigate the Tlow, they can also be problematic, as
-+ ‘evidenced by the explosionand fires in the Fairfax District. o

As a resident of Playa del Rey, I am very disturbed that this report eithér failed to address
or glossed over important safety points. Unlike the people who were contracted by Playa
Vista Capital and the contributing agencies, my lifc and property are af stake. 1 trust that

you will address each of the points that | have identified. o

Most smportantly, the report must be created by an independent consultant or a group of
coasultants who do not have and have never had relationships with Playa Vista Capital
and/or related parties. The March, 2001 Report has no credibility due to its contributors,

'ncmﬁl .
<L Ternll

340 Fowling Street
Playa del Rey, CA 90293
Phone: 310/821-9763; Email: temil3@pop.mindspring.com

3- 5
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Comment Letter #4

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
sTATE OF caLIfFoRrRNIA (LA

01 APR 12 Pi 2: 3

March 30, 2001

Barb Garrett
Office of Chief Legislative Analyst

.512 City Hall

200 N. Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Garreu

This letter is a follow-up to our meeting on February 6, 2001 regardmg the
proposed “I..mcoln Boulevard” fault and the Playa Vista site; Alyour office’ s
request, I am nearing complenon of reviews of fault mvesﬁganon rcpons by

'Davis and Namson (1 ”n 672000) and Earth Consultants ‘Intérnationat (ECI,

7/25/2000), as well as a review of the data pr&sented in the Explorauon o
Technologies, Inc. report (ET1, 4/17/2000). "'We arc scheduled to meet withT.
Davis of Davis and Namson and D. Francis of California State University, Long
Beach regarding imerpretation of seismic data collected offshore of the Playa
Vista site on Apnl l'l 1 wﬂl summarize my preliminary conclusions.

'EmﬂFM Smnmary T S e

o . o .o ot
Fi P33 T B N T L L R S S G-

Basod on my rcvnew of thesc n;pons 1find that there i ls ‘no cvxdenee to support

" the aqstence of the proposeﬂ “Lincoln Boulcvard" fault. “The ETI 1
. munpted wm‘l&m the | presénce “of methane gas“ﬂetected at the?laya Visu site
by postulating a fauly ‘they inferred tobe potmly active (active within the past
1'6 million “}“&is‘)"*Becmsc‘ﬁw existence of & tcthific gas’ lnomaly does” not

require the presence of a fault, ETI atedscvera.lsom'esmmpponofﬁue |
proposed “Lincoln Boulevard™ fault. These sources reporied a minor,
appronmalely 2500-foot long fauh located 1500 feet south of the Plays Vista site.

However, that minor fault does not offset sedimentary rocks younger than31to 5
million years

Reports by Davis and Namson and ECI addressed the deep subsurface and near
surface conditions, respectively, of the Playa Vista site and its immediate area, as
well as evalusied the lnerature cited by ETI. Davis and Namson concluded that



Comment Letter #4 cont.

Barb Garrett
March 30, 2001
Page 2

the literature cited by ETI does not support the existence of a potentially active “Lincoln _
Boulevard” fault and supplied additional information that questions the existence of the minor
bedrock fault located 1500 feet south of the site. The combination of geologic cross-sections
based on oil well data and geophysical imaging of the Playa Vista site and the area to the south
documented in the Davis and Namson report shows unfaulted 3 million year old sedimentary
rocks in the vicinity of the proposed “Lincoln Boulevard™ fault.

The ECI report investigated near-surface conditions at the Playa Vlsta site and reviewed previous
fault investigations that mapped the 200,000 to 600,000 year old Lakewood Formation exposed
in the bluffs just south of the site. Based on mapping no evndence exists for the proposed
“Lincoln Boplevard™ faukt in the biluffs south of the site. ECI's subsurface investigations . .
document that sedimentary dqposxts about 15,000 ).years o]d and younger are not offset along the
inferred. surface trace of the proposed “meoln Bou'levard" fault “Both Davis and Namson and
ECI ooncludcd that the evidence of & surface trace. of the proposed “.meoln Boulevard” fault in
the tcrmce surface south of the Playa Wstasne rcponed by“.E'I’i (based on Mctzner 1935) is not
supponed in ;hq geologlc htcruure .

R W A= S e

In order to explam the detection of tha'mogemc met}mnc ga.s, ET1 postulated a nonh-nonhwcst
striking fault located sub-parallel to and just east of Lincoin Boulcvard This postulated fault,
which ET1 referred 10 asthe “proposed Lincoln Boulevard fault,” was characterized as a west-
P! bt (app: ,,___,dlp58°mEﬂqusssecnonA-A) Theoldersednmcnwyrock
ion are dispiaced ie oul ‘er_formanons suggesting
and _tlnm of' bedrock aug!wemcm is poorly

' ’fo Bl s" ' ~.‘ 1 G g ‘_.x.s_*‘v;‘. oy «‘lw mggs‘d by mc
00 fext into cross section A-A” . Ab ' ‘comaqy, displacement of

1 cally mfermd by dlscommuous Ifnes {bedding”) that have an
appuem verncaj sepannon suggsuw: of dlp-slgp dxsplaccmem, but in the opposite sense (down
10 cast) 1o offsets depicied lower in the.cross-section (refer to amched stnmgmptuc column
(EC1's Figure 3) for ages ofsed:memary units).

In support of the existence of the proposed “Lincoln Boulevard™ fault, ETI cited reports by

- Mecumer ([935) Hodgu(l944), Riegle (1953), and Wright (1991). Davis and Namson, in
reucwmg these reports. noted that Metzner (1935) showed a minor fault in the southeastern
comer of secuion 27 (T 25, R 15W) offsetting the top of the Catalina Schist (basement rock)
(Metzner's Plate Il1) Metmer interpreted the existence of the fault based on changes in the



Comment Letter #4 cont,

Barb Garrett
-March 30, 2001
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amounts of oil and water production between wells drilled into the oil and gas bearing schist
conglomerate deposited on top of the basement rock. However, Metzner found no evidence of

~ displacement along this inferred fault. This fault shown on Plate Il extends for only about 2500
feet. Metzner’s cross sections B-B’ and C-C’, located immediately to the north, do not show this
fault and depict unfaulted Catalina Schist and overlying Miocene Puente Formation.

Hodges (1944, Plate II) also interpreted a minor fault offsetting the Catalina Schist as interpreted
by Metzner(1935)." This fault.extends for only-about 2500 feet and has an apparent.vertical - . .
separation-of the top of the basement rock of about 150 feet, down to the west. As mterpreted by
Hodges (1944, Plate 1), this fault does not extend into and above the “Upper Bentonite Marker”
(Upper RepettoFormation). - R:egle (1953) shows the fault as dep:cted by Met.zner and Hodges
and supphes no new data: _ _ : S

A

offsct thc Plcochpcno contact. It is not clear &om anht s cross section how much, ifany,...
displacement of contacts this fault may have Davis and Namson state that the fault shown by

Wnight 1s-based-on repombme(lﬂS)deodga(iW)mdpm nOMEW -
mfonnaxaon R

T R [T

Davis. md Nuuson cite an unpublxshed repoﬂ“by Hster (1986) for th;ﬁomhan Qahforma Gas
Company -Hester.reported that-he could find.no:evidence for.the fault;in.the southeastern corner,
of séction:27 :Davis and Namson concluded that the fault interpretation of Metzner (1935)is a .

non-unique explanation for the variations in oil and water production in the schist conglomerate
laver deposned on the Catalina Schm :

ETI mncluded nm mpmpom ‘J.:nmlanrﬂ' &uumpmamaﬂxm 1 ve,{tcuvc %hm
the past-1:6:milhon ym)becmseofﬁaammpuonthulhcfmhmmressedanmetm
surface south of the Playa Vista site . Surface expression of the pro,posed “Lincoln Boulevard™
fault ‘was inferred by ETL, based on a discussion.of 1opographic provinces by Metzner (1935).
Metzner divided the terrace just south of the Playa Vista site (Del Rey Hills) into 4 sub-provinces
based on geomorphic expression and concluded that sub-provinces 3 .and 4 were separated by a
fault . Although Metzner stated it was unlikely that the surface morphology was due to eolian
deposiion. the preponderance of evidence in the literature supports an interpretation that the-
surface morphology is the result of either eolian deposition, offshore bar deposition, or a
combinatson of deposmional features, but not faulting (Eckis, 1934, Pierce and Pool, 1938,
Pierce. 1939, Woodnng and others, 1946, Poland and others, 1959; Handin, 1951; Poland and
Piper, 1936, Terry and Uchups, 1957, Memam, 1949, Cooper, 1967, and Lajoic and others,
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1992). Davis and Namson pointed out that although Metzner inferred a fault between his sub-
provinces 3 and 4 he did not show a fault in his subsurface map of the top of the Catahna SChlSt

My conclusion, as well as that of Davis and Namson, is that the literature cited by E‘II in support N
of the proposed “Lincoln Boulevard™ faul in fact does not document the presence of a fault.

In addition to literature review, Davis and Namson constructed cross-sections and subsurfacc
maps of the Playa Vista region based on extensive oil well data, purchased Chevron seismic
reflection line LAB 84-4 (located about 6000 feet south of the Playa Vista site), and acquired 2D
high resolution reflection seismic-data and.3D seismic survey data, The Chevron line LAB. 84-4
data show reflectors (upper Repetto Formation):that are continuots'and unfauhed. ACTOSS: Ihe
projected location of the proposed “Lincoln Boulevard” fault. The 2D reflection seismic; data
show continuous, unfaulted reflectors correlated with the upper portion of the middle Pico
Formation and interpretations of the 3D seismic survey indicate continuous refiectors-correlated
with the middle Pico -»Fonnauon This- mdtcaws that there has been no dmplncemem in Jhe past 3
mxihon ycars R 13

The repon by ECI addresses ‘the near mrfwe cvldence“for or:gmnst ﬂn'pmposed “J.ancoln
Boulevard™ fauk. ECI used existing borings and CPT data and CPT data collected for this -~ -
investigation to document near surface (upper 50 feet) conditions across the surface trace of’ the
proposed “Lincoln Boulevard™ fault’ 1n addition, ECI cited reports by Converse Ward Davis...
Dixon{1979)-and LeRoy:Crandalland Associates {1982, -1983,.1991).that document a. hd:{of

faulting i in the fate Piensxooene Lakcwood Formanon aq)osed in. thebluﬁ‘s u'nmeamcly south of
the site -~ ~

A kev marker bed is the “50-foot g-nvel layer” of Poland (1959) ECI drovcthcuCPTbonngs
10 the 10p of thus lstest Pleistocene gravel layer and produced a structural contour map ofithe 1op
of this unit * The gravel layer has'a shallow westerly gradient and an irregular, constructional .
surface consistem with dats reported by Poland and others (1959). ECI stated that, based on the
iTegular configuration of the top of the latest Pleistocene gravel, a vertical displacemem of 2 to 4
feet would not be detected However, the lack of faulting observed in the older late Pleistocene
Lakewood Formation exposed in the bluffs to the south of the Playa Vista site and the lack of
offset of overlying Holocene fluvial deposits at the site supports ECI's interpretation that there is
no offset of the late Pleistocene gravel layer. ECI concluded that there was no ewdencc
supporung the existence of the postulated “Lincoln Boulevard™ fault.



Cmﬁment Lettey #4 cont.

Barb Garrett
March 30, 2001
Page 5

Prc_limﬁ_lary Conclusions

In conclusion, my preliminary review of the Davis and Namson report and the ECI repont
indicates that they have adequately documented that the proposed “Lincoln Boulevard” fault as
characterized in the 4/17/2000 Exploration Technologies, Inc. report does not exist. The
investigations of the near surface conditions by ECI and the subsurface geologic conditions to

the top of basement rocks’ by Dav:s and Namson reprcsent a crednablc and integrated eﬂ"on at
fault investigation.

1 anticipate completing my review in the next few weeks.

William A. BryanL CEG 1554
Program Manager, Actve Faults

Encl

cc ) Davis, State Geologist
M Reichle, Supervising Geologist



Corhment Letter #4 cont.

References Cited

Converse Ward Davis Dixon, 1979, Geotechnical investigation, hillside bluffs, Marina del Rey, California: o
Unpublished consulting report prepared for the Summa Corporation, CWDD project no. 78-1302-04, January
. 30, 1979.
Cooper, W.5., 1967, Coastal dunes of California: Geological Society of America Memoir 104, 131p.

Davis and Namson Consuiting Geologists. 2000. An evaluation of the subsurface structure of the Playa Vista project
site and adjacent area. Los Angeles, California: Unpublished report prepared for Playa Vista, LLC, November
16, 2009.

Earth Consultants Imternational (ECT). 2000, Geologic study to evaluate the potential for active faulting near the

-intersection of Lincoln and Jefferson boulevards. at the Play Vista site, in the City of Los Angeles, California:

Unpublished repont prepared for Playa Capital Company, LLC, project no. 800130-0001, July 25, 2000,

" Exploration Technology. Inc. (ETT). 2000, Subsurface geochemical assessment of methine gas occurrences, Playa

Vista development. First phase project. Los Angeles. California: Unpublished report prepared for City of Los
‘Angeles. Deparunent of Building and Safety. project no.99-2219, Aprit 17, 2000. . .

Handin ] W.. 1951, The source. transportanon, and deposition of beach sediment in southern California: (U.S.)

~ Beach Erosion Board Technical Memo No. 22. I3p.

Hester, R L.. 1986, Geology of the Playa del Rey gas storage field, Los Angeles County, California: Unpublished
repon for Southern California Gas Company. o ‘ ‘ : .

Hodges. F.C., 1944. Gas storage and recent developments in the Playa del Rey ail field: California Division of Oil
and Gas, Summary of Operations ~ California Oil Fields, v. 30, no. 2, p. 3-10.

Lajoie. KR.. Ponti, D.J., Powell IL. C.L. Mathieson. S.A., and Sarna-Wojcicki, A M., 1992, Emergent marine :
strandlines and associated sedimentts, coastal California; a record of Quaternary sea-level fluctuations, vertical
tectonic movements, climatic changes. and coastal processes, in Heath, E.G., and Lewis, W L. (editors), The -
Regressive Pleistocene Shoreline. Southern California: South Coast Geological Society, Inc., Anmual field Trip
Guide Book, no. 20, p. 81104, R o

LeRoy Crandall and Associates. 1982 and 1983, Borings drilled in the area of the former Howard Hughes facility’
off of Lincoin Boulevard: Unpublished consutung seport, project no. A82139-Eand ADE-83049.. .. .

LeRoy Crandall and Associates. 1987a. Fault hazard evaluation, Tentative tract no, 44857, Jefferson Boulevard and -
Centinela Avenue: Unpublished consulung repon. project 0. E-86125-K, Angust 7,1987, & 7% © 270

LeRoy Crandall and Assocuates. 1987b. Fault hazard evaluation. Tentative tracts no. 44857 and 44880: Unpublished
conmulung report. project no. E-86125-K2. Novembet 2. 1987

LeRov Crandal) and Associstes. 1991, Geotechnucal studses. Area D, Tentative tract no. 49104: Ugrpublished
consulung report, project no. L 90328 AEQ, January 3. 1991, -

Memam P D.. 1949. Geology of the El Segundo sand hills University of Southern Californiz. Los Angeles

unpublished M.A thesss 42p |

Meuzner. L'H . 1935, The Del Rey Hills area of the Plays del Rey oil ficld: California Division of Oil and Gas,
Summary of Operanons — Califormaa Ond Faclds. v 21. no 2. p 527 B T

Prerce WD, 1939, The fauna and flora of the El ‘Segundo sand dunes - Biotic factors affecting plam prowth.
reproduction. and succesnion of the sand dunes  Southern California Academy of Sciences Bulletin. v. 38, p. 39-

42

Prerce WD andPool D . l”l.’_l\:hnaﬂ&nd-lkﬂSegmdowdxm—(ima]ecolog'ofﬂuchm'

‘Calforns Acadizn of Scacaces Salleas, § 7ap 93.97

Poland JF . and Pxper, AM. 1936, Ground-wmer geology of the coastal zone, Long Beach-Santa Ana area,
Cabforma U'S Geologacal Survey Water-Sapply Paper 1109, 162 p-

Poland JF . Garren. A A.. and Smnot. A.. 1959. Geology. kydrology. and chemical character of the ground waters
in the Torrance-Sama Monscs area. Caldorna U'S Geological Survey Water Supply Paper 1461, 425 p.

Racgie. 1. k. 1953, Gas morage 1 the Plava del Rev oil ficld: California Division of Oil and Gas. Summary of
Operauoas - California Ou Faedds. v 39,80 2 p 17-32.

Temn. RD . and Uchup E . 1957. Submarme geology of Santz Monica Bay, California (abstract): Geological
Soaery of Amenca Bulletn v 68 p 1848

Woodnng W P Bramiette MN . and Kew, W S W, 1946, Geology and paleontology of Palos Verdes Hills.
Cahforria U'S Geological Suney Profesuonal Paper 222, 185 p

Wnght TL . 1991, Structural goology and weaonx evolution of the Los Angeles Basin, Califorrua. in Biddic, KT,
{ednor. Actve Marpin Basims Amencan Association of Petroleum Geologists, Memouw No. 52, p. 35-134.



Comment Letter #4 cont.

Age (in yaarsi . :
O‘D&-‘ R0 "'---aune $aNC-Ce20SIES - kaly present on the & Secunce Sanc Mils. |- _
- :mom;&mm BRG] TN Preccmunanty sty sanc: tocally with wed geveiopes sod sroies. Not Present in
- Sl Ny Palos verges sand - thin iossiiferous unit describad locally m e 5 Salionz Gao
§50.000 - am_m {2 s LN m "ils
S :.a:ewoaa Formaticn - Sand, silt-ang cay, wdh same gravet. o

' R ﬂuvral angs manne gngin,

.."500:.@"__ -"—-—w--.crerzrnaucn mwmmumm
T ST B T mmw.ﬂrﬁeﬁvamm Camnmw'wo-
bl wzmm .

%'Faﬂ\;iuon-
Licoer Zone - a-em:;nsommd:and.sittandaay annme-me
qrwu. "ueu'; umem'&lmg

5 3.2 milon Miacle...:ne me:ammdsme arc ine ' coarse
: 0, Aldmamem _ _
‘ower Zane - wmmmmmmm
Cavsone. Al of mamme ongm. - .
. e Aepe=: Sormgson -
128y, Y AT : S v S
= TR ,
e
b ‘ﬁm‘:m o e - : -
E 3 - SHNCY Se &t e X0 & - S SR C
. '1 mma’nw R

Wm-nuazhumdu.ﬂ!m

» '3 e

CAZSInMaele SCae ! ncn e T 000 ‘ser

bl Stratigraphic Column for ” © : S
_ - _ the West Portionofthe |  Figure3
roject No 80O 30-0C" ~ Los Angeles Basin~ SRR




Comment Letter #

Campaign to Save All 1,087 Acres of Ballona Wetlands & West Bluffs in Playa del Rey, CA
11924 W. Washington Bivd., Los Angeles, CA 90066, 310-636-3506, www.saveballona.org

April 3, 2001

Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst
Mr. Ron Deaton

200 N. Main St. Room 512

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Inadequacies of CLA Report dated %
March 6, 2001 regarding dangers/miti-
gation plans at Playa Vista in Playa del -
Rey, California. Reply requested. Copies
of video and this letter delivered to

attached list.

Grassroots Coalition « Spirit of the Sage Council.

GREED, GRIDLOCK AND GAS:
The Playa'Vista Story =~

The Playa ViSta devélopers have pians to construct thousands of condominiums, apart-

ments and single-family houses plus miltions of square feet of office and commercial

space on the Ballona Wetlands located between the LA Airport and Marina Del Rey.
g R e . Lo . :

By their own estimates, this would increase fré_fﬁc':' 'dn the 405 Freeway by.almost 1/3rd.
The result will be to:create massive -gridiock‘thiat could paralyze the entire western part of -
‘the city and impact ‘everyone from Malibu to Northridge and south to Long Beach.

Now 1t has been revealed that the Playa Vista site is situated over an abandoned oil
fieid that 1s leaking toxic and flammable gas;-much like the infamous Belmont Learning
Complex which had to be abandoned after the Los Angeles School District had spent -
aimost 3200 million constructing it. o : '-

e < negs s
B T+ et

The gases identified at Playa Vista are known to

- cause birth defects, cancer, and brain damage in
growing children. By aliowing the construction of a

- residential community on this dangerous land, the |5
City and State are making themselves vulnerable to
hundreds of millions of doliars in damages should
the residents be injured or made ill by these toxic
and explosive gases. These damages have the l
potential to bankrupt the City. :

§ Our elected Los Angeles officials need to investi-
~gate and answer the questions of concerned
citizens that follow:




Comment Letter #5 cor

THE LOS ANGELES SCHOOL DISTRICT WAS FORCED TO ABANDON THE BELMONT HIGH
SCHOOL. COMPLEX AFTER SPENDING $200 MILLION DOLLARS BECAUSETHEY COULD
NOT PROTECT THE STUDENTS FROM THE DANGEROUS GASES SEEPING UP THFIOUGH
THE EARTH. :

QUESTION If the experts could not design a reliable mitigation system for a single 35 acre
high school site, what guarantee can the City and Developers provide that the massive 5.«
mitigation system required for the thousand acre Playa Vista site will guarantee the safety
of its residents who will face continuous exposure to Prop65 B-Tex and H2S chemlcals
which .are known to cause birth defects, brain damage and cancer?

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES IS ALREADY PAYING OUT MILLIONS OF DOLLARS IN TAXPAY-
ERS"MONEY TO SETTLE THE RAMPARTS POLICE CORRUPTION SCANDLE. 'NOW SOMEOF
OUR ELECTED OFFICIALS ARE PROMOTING THE CONSTRUCTION OF A HOUSING PROJECT
ON A SITE KNOWNTO BE CONTAMINATED BY TOXIC GASES.

QUESTION - Knowing the City could face hundreds of mitlions of dollars in pumtwe dam-
ages if.-any-resident of the Playa Vista development wheré to be kilied; injured or miade ilt 15~ 3
by the gases why -are these Oﬁ:csals so wgorous tn thetr support -of this develapment“’

3.;

THE CITY S OWN EXPERTS HAVE VERIFIED THATTHERE ISA GAS SEEPAGE PROBLEM AT
THE PLAYA VISTA SITE AND CALLED FOR.AN'EXPENSIVE MITIGATION SYSTEM: IN THE
CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST'S, REPORT (CLA) REPORT ON PLAYA VISTA DATED MARCH
6, 2001 THERE ‘ARE SEVEN @) MMGATION_,REQUIREMENTS LISTED, 'THE REPORT ALSO
STATES THAT ONCETHE UNITS ARE SQLD; THE" OME® OWNERS wiLL -ﬂ_" BE. HELD RESPON-
' “S!BLE FORMAINTAINING AT LEAST SOME OF THE FOLLOWING SYSTEMS o

(1) Gas detectors required in all basements_ . e
* (2) Audible ALARMS required - o B
"(3) Visual ALARMS required” S
'(4) Automattc notiﬁcatton of LA FIRE DEPARTMENT reggtred
“(5YAUtomatic continuous dats co!lecung sensors requtred '
(6) Methane sampling colliection at_‘:cesslble to the homeowners asspc:athn. LA
FIRE DEPARTMENT required P e
,;ﬂ)xxemilation@lpes required. - .- . T -

QUESTION ‘By law there must be full disclo: urevtepotentnat‘“buyefs of the' hazardous gas
problems’ at’ Playa Vista where condominiom’ and smgle 1armly dwellmgs wull be pnced 5-4
trom $300:00010 several million dollars: ‘Once’ buyers are made aware of the hazards they
tace ving at Playa Vista, and the almost unlumted expense and luabmty that will accrue to
the Playa Vista Homeowners Association once the units are purchased, what guarantee
can the City and Developers give us that the units will actually be sold?

QUESTION If the approximately $500 000 000 in taxpayer subsidizies and bonds issued to
build Playa Vista, and turther investigation reveals that the planned gas mitigation techmques 5.
are \nagequate. andtheentaradevalopmenthastobeabandonedaswasmecaseatme

Betmont High School, who will reimburse the public for these hundreds of millions of dollars
in kosses?

B U Iy
i




Comment Letter #5 cont.

‘QUESTION And if the project is abandoned after being partially-or fully completed, who
will-pay for its deconstruction and the restoratlon of the Wetlands’? Or would it be left to 5-
weather and rot. '

REGARDING THE OVER 200 OLD AND LEAKING OIL AND GAS WELLS IN PLAYA
VISTA, MARINA DEL REY AND VENICE PENINSULA RESIDENTIAL AREAS:

For many years the City ‘has ignored the serious well-leakage problems i in the Playa
Vista Playa del Rey area and allowed developers to construct homes around and
directly over the deteriorating and poorly capped oil and gas wells that dot the land-
scape.

QUESTION Why dud the C:ty block eﬁorts thal were earher proposed by the Exploranon
Technologles Inc. testmg company {0 perform soil; ‘gas tesung in.the mcmlty of mese 200 5
plus old oil wells? : :

QUESTION -Why-has the City. allowed Playa Vlsta 10, proceed with massive housmg con-
_struction in.areas that have the highest gas leakage problems, including the.insertion of
over three.thousand pilings.and.other structures into the ground which provide.additional |5
paths for these toxic gases to enter the bunldmgs and endanger thelr oocupants'?

_unoenenouno Nﬁmml. GASS'I‘.OBAGE.'»,, R

For'over 50 years Southem Calrforma “Gas has used the Ballona Wetlang

age area for natural ,gas by m}echng «linl:lreds of billlons of cublo.,J
‘under htgh pressure, into the old Playa ﬂel ﬁey oll@ﬁeld This-has g!'g
the well ieakage problems.

QUESTION On March 6, 2001 the Clty tssued a CLA Beport (Chlef,;_e,glslatlm Analyst‘s
Report) on the on the Playa Vista site. Why has the Cuy taken such great pains fo-
ated SOCALGAS from having any responsibility to the publ;c regarding the
conditions in the areas'surroundmg*the underground*gas:storage field: arP,l ay

EXPLOSIVE GAS BUILD-UP IN SHALLOW ZONES:

it has been shown that the oil field gas continually migrates into the shaﬂow 50 foot
_gravel zone that underlies the Playa Vista area, then spreads out laterally..
within’ ‘tms permeablezone glvlng rise to a serious explosion hazard in areas tar
removed from the originql source of the contaminaﬁon. -SOCALGAS and-the City
have both been aware of the dangers ot this kind of gas migratlon in the shallow
zones smcethelateﬁOs

OUESHON S:nce xhere have been recent incidents in other areas of the country where,
uncer similar conditions, underground gas has migrated and caused deadly explosions 3
several rnlles from the source wells, what assurances can the city provide to the public

that trus will not happen i in the Playa Vista development area?
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| _QUESTION Why does the City now plan to issue close to $500 million in taxpayer subsi-
dies and bond issues to place thousands of residents on top of one of the worst gas 5- 1
seeps in the country?

A HIGHLY FLAWED REGULATORY PROCESS:

SOCALGAS is allowed to perform self-monitoring of their. gas storage operations,
with virtually no oversight provided by the State of California Division of Oil and
Gas (DOG), or the Public Utilities Commission (PUC), the regulatory bodies that
were created to protect public health and safety.

QUESTION Why did the City rely upon consultants paid for by the Playa Vista developers

and allow the scope of the Study to be controlied by the law firm of Latham & Watkins who 1o
snmuitaneously represent SOCALGAS, Playa Capital and other real estate development
interests in the Playa del Rey area?

Submitted by;

Airport Marina Group Sierra Ciub
Chair Rex Frankel, 6038 W. 75th St., Westchester, CA 90045, 310-572-6491

Baillona Ecosystem Education Project
President Rex Frankel, 6038 W. 75th St., Westchester, CA 90045, 310-572-5491

Grassroots Coalition
President Patricia McPherson, 3749 Greenwood Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90066, 310-397-5779

Spirit of the Sage Council
Specal Project Coordinator Kathy Knight, 1122 Oak St, Santa Monica, CA 90405, 310-450-5961



PLAYA VISTA PROJECT "MITIGRATION REQUIREMENTS"
— CITY OF LOS ANGELES (CLA) REPORT

(1) Gas detectors required in all basements. Comment Letter #5 con
.-~ (2) Audible ALARMS required. |
() Visual ALARMS required.
(4) Automatic notification of LA FIRE DEPARTMENT required.
(5) Automatic continuous data collecting sensors required.

(6) Methane sampling collection accessible to the homeowners
association & LAFD required.

- (7) Ventilation pipes required.
~ (8) Contingency plan required ... (gas masks?)
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o

Playa <_mnmwﬁﬁo<w_mu€ma_u

. Los Angeles, California
Methane Concgntrations (|
"4 Foot Soll'Gas Survey -

METHANE __
CONCENTRATIONS
o)

> 150,000
12,500 - 150,000

1,000 - 12,800

100 - 1,000

{ (ppinv)

30-100

10-30

<10
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Table 2-1: Methane Mitigations :
METHANE SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

A baseline soil gas survey shall be conducted for each building site to determine the areas
of Playa Vista Phase | in which building methane prevention systems are required. 1

Mitgation Measure

Methane Concentration Level

Level B

White:<10ppmy
Bluc | 0~<30ppemv
Lt Baoc:30-<100ppemy

Leve] 112 Level 1112
Green: 100-< 1000ppe Onange:12.500-
 Yeliow:1000- 130.000ppmv
. -€11.500ppmy R.ed:150.000ppmy or >

Methage Prevention System?

Passive - Undemeath the Building
p 12" gnvel blanket

d gas coliection vent pipe

b unpmble membrane

Active - Mcchmml “Ventilation
conmunm

Subsurfae: Vcnnl:uon

‘ - ventilaton triggered with clevated methane

ethane Dcucnu ’Syuun

fithmn the Bm'ldmg

_'detectars @ spaces ocated in the
basementfiowes: level i the building*
uud;ble.ahrm" e m

L aderneath the Building
data collectmg sensors below impermeable

+

E’.ﬂt.
cats collecung sensors berween onpermeablel
l : Derntxane and lowest floorhasement slab®

Methane Mesitoring System

- manual quarterly assessment

’ connavous methane sampling and data
coliethon accessible by the hameowners*
sssocunoa, LADBS and LAFD via the
Intemet

16
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b

aintenance of the Prevention, Detection and
onitoring Systems

- homeowners® association 10 have financial

annual testing to the satisfaction of LADBS ﬁ;:@ni:ed ruqaimd Ecquired
and LAFD quired Required equired

responsibilites

{Contingency Plan

quired

whcnh:ghmcthmccmcmu'anmm ired
detected within s building
when methane system components fail

Foomotcs
1.

L)

identified in the Appendix 3 or individual building

,\mBSmmmmemimmmmmmmof
.buxldmgsnsum-demca.

Projects: for which: buudmgpcmm apphc:mms were reccwed by LADBS pnor 0 Januanr l 2002

"mymsbwmemmncmmnmhumemupsmmydampmdby@mm

Appendix 1. :After-January 1, 2002, all projects shall submit for. approval to the satisfaction of -

_mﬂs,mmmmdwaussmm&araammewﬁmmfm&

Leveisofmcthmemcmmummd ondi

colorsonﬂ::rmﬁhmmmnon mpsm
mesodps;sssm o

Whenmethmemcnmuommdmeduﬁ.ﬁ%ppmvﬂtbemm, themhnousym .
below the impervious membrane, 2 m el ventilation system shall be activated,
Number, wmmdd&m(cmmvam)mu&mmbyamﬁﬁd

. methane eaginecr, as spproved by LADRS.

: ‘jAuﬂﬂedmumdmndmﬁmmafLﬁDmﬂbemwmenm
" arc.detected 5t 12,500 ppmv, -

"Smmhng&uuvm%yagﬁhﬁd'mhmmm&www V{hml:udi .

dms‘detmmedtobeh h 'nmble.tddmdl or uq:“' w2y be
ST sl e e
s s

“M&Wmmm&nmamﬁmmmmmmmbdow

: mmmmampmbyathﬁedmhmwm&mbmdwmas

mumkmm

e

e T

- Copied from the Sepich Assocmes Repon.]anuary 30, 2001. '
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Coi'nment Letter #5 cont.

aya Vista’s Traffic impacts on the Westside %\*\*FD

Lately, it seems one does not have to go far to find gridlocked traffic on LA's Westside._ one of the
most congested areas in the state, if not the country. Unfortunately, while Los Angels city planners
and development interests are busy approving one project after another, ﬂ}e consequences of this
unrestrained development and increased density is more traffic congestion and gridlock on our
roadways.

With our area’s main collector roads, such as Centinela and Inglewood Ave. now unable to handie
the current traffic capacity, intreasing numbers of motorists are cutting through our residential
streets, thereby posing a danger to pedestrians and children. Many of these “cut-through®
motorists are also speeding. According to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT), the intersections of Venice at Centinela and at Inglewood are now rated at *F". The
rating scale used by the LADOT grades traffic flows from “A" through “F". °A° represents free
flowing traffic with no delays, while those rated at °F” are experiencing jammed conditions.

In response to the increasing traffic congestion throughout our community, the Mar Vista
Neighborhood Association, MVNA, has forged 2 unique partnership with, LADOT, in an attempt
to reduce ‘the increasing volume and speed of “cut-through®traffic' on. our residential streets.
Unfortunately, the LADOT has few viable solutions:that will produce any significant relief for our
existing traffic. in fact, on-a larger scale, the LADOT has neither the Tesources nor the tools to
provide any substantial improvements to the Westside's traffic gridiock. In Venice and other nearby
communities the City is proposing major road widening projects in response to traffic -congestion.
Major street-widenings must condemn adjacent businesses. feduce or-eliminate.the *buffer zones"
between pedestrians and moving 'vehicles and reduce ‘strest parking spaces. Wider roads also
divide and bisect communities and'serve as high-speed traffic’ bariiers. " The ‘Palms-Mar Vista-
Del Rey District Plan states that road widening projects are not recommended for our area due to
the negative” consequences  and *costs® imposed“onthe “cofrninity. | The" character of our
communﬂymﬂuencesourmpeny values and 'road*’iwdemng_swﬂf Sact thes )es. A

s v

Lo P L, TR
uncestrained growth ‘and the LADOT's inabiity to handié” the ‘downstream effects™ of ‘increased
waffic congeston has caused over 75% of the Westside's major infersections 1 be rated at or  |5-

xeyond the Capacity they wers designed for. Most se Moads. and intersections have recsived
grades of *E" and P~ fiom the LADOT. LA's dystunciionalpiarring process will quickly cause af

A

4 S Ty a A

our roads to be rated *F - . we do something ing about it

Gwven the curtent traffic congestion on the Westsige, it ¥5-even.more_shacking:that.the-City of LA
approved the Playa Vista development back in 1993, Traffic is aiready. far worse than.in 1993 and
, . ¥ L inelbon o g 1 P Vista's own ER
ipage l1i43) the "Master Plan project traffic increases would range from 36% - 56% along the
Jefterson, Cutver and Centinela Comidors”. Based on the city’s own documents, significant traffic

3 rafhic impacts, ¢ shouk! be noted that there is no mechanism nor consequences in place
that will hold the developer accountable to its claim that it must mitigate its traffic. The
City's Busiding and Safety Dept: recently decded to deny approval of any new buikiing permits unti
alengthy 4 - 5 month study assesses the methane gas seepage that was recently discovered on
the site  Adding insutt to mjury, Playa’s survival is solely dependent on pubiic subsidies. We are all
unknowingly funding our own cut-through traffic.

; [B-UR A R

In response 1o thus, there are two choices: 1) we do nothing and wait until the traffic is at a crisis
level or 2) use our knowiledge of the facts and voices to let our leaders know our opinéion. 1f you

mmz).mmmmm.uuayorwm planners and let them know your
concems.

Page 1



Comment Letter #6

April 5, 2001

Barb Garrett

Legislative Analyst

200 N. Main Street, Room 512
Los Angeles, CA 90012 .

Re: P"roposed .Mello-Roos Financing of the Playa Vista Develobmem Project
Dear Ms. Garrett:

1am against the .pmpos.ed u§e of Mellb—Roos i:oﬁds flo-r the Playa Viéta Dcvéldpmem 6- 1
Project. .1 would think that the potential risk factors unearthed so far would make the . '
investment of thesc funds for this proposcd project out of the question. :

.. Dr. Jones and Exploration Technologies, Inc. originally found that the So. California.Gas . 2
Co. Playa Del Rey Gas storage facility was a source of the methane contamination at the

site. . A

Since the off-shore seismic data concerning whether or not there are off-shore faults is as

yet incompiete, and there is still uncentainty as to whether the Lincoln Bivd_Fault exists, .

1 strongly urge that further investigation into the methane problem and eanhquake nskbe

addrcssed before ﬁnanc:al investment of Mello-Roos funds are gramed "

th refercnce 10 I'-':gure 2.1 indjcating mgth;ge cqnggmxgt_;ons.,nqugﬂﬂw Streets.ar --_-
named, so 1 am unable’ to de:ermmc where the gas gorage facility is in relanon,to the
diagram Proper street names would seem appropriate for such a diagram.

’ _'mmh concerned thu thetc has not been adequate study of the. methanc cog;;ammanor E

AT e s

‘As a resident of the area of the proposed Playa Vista. Development PI‘OJCCL lam | |& 5

Ttisone thmq for the devclopers to nsk their own ﬁmds in ﬁus venture, it is quue another 6- 6
1o propose investment of public funds \

Patricia Tryjillo
7377 W 83" Street
Los Angeles, CA 90045



- Comment Letter #5 co:
Campaign to Save All 1,087 Acres of Ballona Wetlands & West Blufts in riaya ue: ney, LA
11924 W. Washington Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90066, 310-636-3506, www.saveballona.org

SPOKESPERSONS for "Greed, Gridlock & Gas: The Playa Vista Story"

Bernard Endres, Ph.D.

Systems Safety Engineer ,

Bernard Endres is a trained Systems Safety Engineer. holding a Ph.D. from Pacific Western University.
Additionally, he holds a Masters of Science in Engineering and Mathematics from the University of
Michigan. and a Bachelors of Science in Aeronautical Engineering from the University of Detroit.

A long-time resident of Southern California. Endres is actively sought by environmental groups for his tal-
ents and expertise in 0il and gas migration hazards and in geological and subsidence problems of the earth.
He has worked and studied worldwide. been a guest lecturer and written papers. articles and co-authored a
book on systems engineering and the issue of gas migration.

Through his research. studies and expertise he was instrumental in helping expose the toxic gas issues of
‘the Belmont Learning Center site. has been a‘lecturer for-both UCLA and USC -on the environment, and
has work experience spanning from The Aerospace Corporation to consulting in Environmental and Safety
Enginecring for corporations. non-profit organizations and for privately funded studies. =~

Endres has parmered with long-time volunteer and friend’of the environment acm:ss Parricia McPherson
and Grassroots Coalition.-and is currently working to bring out the truth-regarding the toxic gas problems
at Playa Vista. Endres can be reached for comments and interviews. ' Y

Patricia McPherson ~ -

Hazardous Toxic Sifés Activist © = . Tl e

Pamncia McPherson has been'-political activist since the 1980's.”A trained actor and journalist, McPherson
was one of the pnmary stars of the television senies “Knight Rider” and has acted in movies and commer-
cials  She'also1s a‘former employee of Los Angeles maghiine and holds a Bachelor of Arts in Graphic
Communicanons. Since her acting career. she has devoted her time 1o being a full-time activist and friend
of the environment. - % 0 - T T T T T E S

M:Pherson has Worked with Dr. Endres. whoholds a PH.D. in Systems Safety Enginecring. Together. they
hare actively been'mvolved aid continue to educaie the LA Unified Sctiool Distnict reparding the Belmont
Leamning Complex site. The duo was mstrumenti! 1n the disclosure of the toxic issues with the site. con-
ducting rescarch and testing in the area. and they have become experts on the issues of gas migration and

-

ather gas leaks throughout the city of Los Angeles.

As 3 concerned citizen of Los Angeles. an environmental activist. and a volunteer in 1ssues of gas migra-

tion. McPherson 1s extremely knowledgeable and familiar with the entire Playa Vista development and
other hazardous 1oxic sites wn the city.

McPherson 1s avaslable to speak 10 government icaders and the press regarding the unsafe development of
Playa Vista in the Playa De! Rey area.



| Comment Letter #7

RECEIvEY
CLA
01 4R -6 py . g9
March 27, 2001
Ms. Barb Garrett
Legislative Analyst

200 N. Main Street, Room 512
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern for Commumty Facilities
District No. 4, Playa Vista Development Project

Dear Ms. Garreti:

I am submitting these comments on the Report of the above-referenccd mvc.st;gauon I ‘
want to'commend the Office of the Chief chxslauvc Ana]yst for its thoroughncss and for
its attention to detail and scrupulous scientific standards. 1 find the report important for
two reasons: .

First, because of the results. As a member of the local community, I am rchcved m lcam
that there is no evidence of a new earthquake fault in our community, that the Gas —
Company natural gas storage fac:lny is not’ leakmg, that Playa Vistgis not submdmg, that
the site poses nio health risks, and that there dre ‘mitigation measures for any mcthane :
detected on the site.

Second, as a- long-tJme Playa Vista supporter, I want to see e the prq;ect move forward .
I hope that your Report allows us to put the issues xnv&cngatcd behind us once and fqr all
and that we will finally see the realization of a project that creates commuinity, snmulatcs .
economic development, and undertakes the much-needed restoration of the Ba]lona ‘
Wetlands.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

,Qﬂfi.: dae W/%ﬂ

Signature L/ Date

Julia Judge
8004 Cowan Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90045
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RECEIVED
CLA
- 01 APR -6 PM |37
March 27, 2001
Ms. Barb Garrett
Legislative Analyst

200 N. Main Street, Room 512
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern for Community Facilities
District No. 4, Playa Vnsta Devélopment Project .

Dear Ms. Garrett;

I am submitting these comments on the Repon of the above-referenccd Anvestigation. 1. . . .
-want to commcnd the'Office of the Chie gslatwc Ana}yst for its thomughr; - ,and_for o
its attention to detaxl and scrupulous sc:cnufic staridards. I find the report 1mportant for.... .
WO reasons: R

First, because of the results. As a.member of the local community, I am relieved:to lcarn e 3
that there is no ewdencc of anew ea.rthquakc fault in our community, that the Gas .
Company natural gas storage fac:hty is not iea’lqgg, that Playa Vista is not subsxdmg, that e .
the site- poscs no hca]th risks, and that thcrc are mmgauon .measures. for any methane .. )
detected on'the site. . _

Second, as a long-time Playa Vlsta supporter, I want 1o se¢ the project move forward. . L
I hope that your Report ailows us to put the is ucs mvesthated ‘behind: us once and for all

and that wewill" ﬁna:tly seethe n:ahzﬁ‘hon of -y pro_]ectthat creales commumty, stimblates -
economic dcvclopment, and undcrtakcs the rnuch-necdcd restoratmn of the Ba]lona

Wetlands.

Thank youA for your consideration.

Sincc'fcly,

LA

Signature Da
. & 27
-
Foo- -
W Thomas Judge :
TS 8004 Cowan Ave. S

Los Angeles, CA 90045

City
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April 9, 2001

Ms. Barb Garrett, Legislative Analyst
City of Los Angeles

200 No. Main St., Room 512 _

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Public Review Comments : .
City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern Re: Toxic Gas Problem at Proposed

Playa Vista Site and Issuance of $135 Million Mello Roos Bonds & Release of $33 .6
Million Tax-Free Housing Bonds _ i

Dear Ms. Garrett:

' i
This letter is being written op bebalf of Grassroots Coalition, Baliona Ecosystem
Education Project, Airport Maripa GrQup'Sim Club, and Spirit of the Sage Council.-

We are totally appalled at the lack of carry-out of d_ne maudate from last June 7, 2000.LA

City Council Budget & Finance Committee hearing regarding this investigation. if you
review carefully the minutes of that meet; 2. the Committec clearly wanted an. v+« 9- 1
. independent investigation with experts hired by the.City - NOT PLAYA VISTA'S

CONSULTANTS AGAIN!  This was the process that led to the INITIAL cover up in
1993 of this enormous gas problem.  This is outrageousi.. ' o L

- Due to the fact that this commeant is due today, and i:h_ere are 3 major hearmgs tomorrow

9.2

Playa ¥ista project, is so that the public would have the 45 days given us by faw through
the California Environniental Quality Act (CEQA). B ,

We submit that you did not do what we have requested, namely a Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) that needs to be done on this changed circumstance
and extremely important new information that has come to Light since the 1993 EIR was
certified by LA City. This new information is drastically changing both the project, its 9-3
tmpact on the surrounding community, and its mitigation systems.  Also, an SEIR would
result in al! affected government agencies being notified of such a study, and the public
would benefit from their comments, That is one of the main purposes of CEQA.
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We hereby incorporate all the objections and information we are submitting in the Los
Angeles Building and Safety Commission Appeal of the Playa Vista Gas Mitigation
System Board File No. 010041 and File No, 010042 being heard on April 9, 2001.

We include the entirety of the proceedings including transcript, exhibits and the
revocation of the permit, in view of the thoroughness of what we are setting forth - We 9.4
also include in our commeats all information submitted to the Los Angeles Building and
Safety Dept. both previous to July 19, 2000 and since then, including the many briefings
we have given LA City and Building and Sefety staff.  This is & voluminous record of
information presented by citizens at their own expense and in their own volunteer “off
hours” time. We do not have million doliar budgets, staff, nor office equipment to do
this work. Therefore, we are unable to reproduce it-for each and every heering.

1t is 2 big disappointment to us that you do not seem to haye,(lbokéd _it much of this -
critical information we have been submitting for the past 7 years.

In addition to the above, we have the following comments:

1) A proper.oilfield studyneeds to’be done of the over 200 Jeaking wells in this region.
Development.is being allowed over abandoned wells with no gas mitigation system
nor disclosure to homebuyers. To not do such & study is endangering the lives of - .-
thousands of people. - This needs tobe done also to properly.assess the problem.at «.
Playa Vista. :No funding or'building'should be done until the problem isr.isps s o

comprehensively-defined. =< e et A

. ) B . ’ e . . ., - ‘: “r‘gw : ) - I, . ‘ e ! ." e
2) AHydrogen Sulfide study needs to be done of the Playn Vista site.. ;The presenceof
the highly toxic H2S is documented in MANY city documents. This study MUST 9-6
BE DONE! L e eB oy g

ot
: ki LR A
N imenn. g g - e Vet e -
- L LA :

LY ek E e L e L e e

o g

3) Thisreport and ‘what is'gSing oni in the City of Los Angeles to cover up the dangers: - ="
and honestcharacterization of the oil ficld dangers is at the point;wherewe charactérize it 3
as fraud. : The uatfuthf i3y i béirig perpetiaied 1o Server powerful deyelopers and |9 7
large law firms.. 4ris time to'STOPH The City of L A needs to come clean on-whatthe =
situation is ~orthey.could be bankrupted by a.disaster bigger than the $200-million -~ - -
taxpayer waste of Belmont High School. In addition, people could be sickened and )
killed ~ similar to the Hutchinson Kansas disaster last January, ol

3) This report is-flawed from' the beginning because no independent studies were done. - "9_ 8
4) The CLA has not'been truthful in saying that they never £ot the resumes of the
underground gas migration experts we provided. We have documentation that Mr.
David Hsu of LA Building and Safety walked them over 1o your office. To not draw |2- 9
upon these world class experts is unbelievable ~ especially when you have the worst
gas seep over an oil field in the WORLD!
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5) Conclusionary statements are made in the report with no back up data. This would 9-10
not be allowed under CEQA. '

6) Subsidence has not been properly examined. |9- 11

7} The Chamock fault does exist — it had an earthquake on it just last September 16, 9- 12

2000. This fact alone shows what a ridiculous attempt to cover up the truth was used
in the CLA report.

8) No public hearings are scheduled on this report. That is outrageous. We need a
chance to hear from the public. CEQA would have provided for this! 1o addition, many ]9-13
peaple have told me they called your office to meet with someone, and were denied.
This is NOT the public process that Mr. Michael Feuer requested on June 7, 2000,

Again, we incorporate all previous data we bave submitted to the City on what the
dangers are of the Playa Vista site, surrounding area, and from SOCALGASCO’s

: o P9-1
underground storage area. . 4

Sincerely,

Podostea Mo i '

Patricia McPherson '
President, GRASSROOTS COALITION

3749 Greeowood Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90405
(310) 397-5779

[ «7%

Rex Frankel, Chair )

BALLONA ECOSYSTEM EDUCATION PROJECT
6038 W. 75™ St Los Angeles, CA 90045

(310) §72-649]

Kathy Knight W

Special Projects & Wetlands Coordinator
SPIRIT OF THE SAGE COUNCIL
Conservation Chair

AIRPORT MARINA GROUP SIERRA CLUB
Mailing Address: 1122 Oak St

Santa Monica, CA 90405

(310) 450-5961

(4¢ ]
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TO: City Plarning Department
RE: CLA Report on Playa Vist
Date: RApri} 5, 20061

[V
.

i spoke at the July 1f Flaya Vista hearing and would like to rebutt the findings o
the CLA repor- by the City of Los Angeles. I understood that the investigation wurde. ..
by =he City of LA wnuld NOT be financed by Plays Capital .or any of the investors in
Playa Vista bat py the City of LA, so as to prevent any bias towards Playa Visty. 1.

CLA report LOSS stzte that the investigation was paid for by Playa Vista.

This makes any of the CLA findings difficult to. accept, especially when many
scientific experts have “estified that the problems with methane and toxics causitd .
they usually are) tu Lhe ares by ©il drilling have been found to be 2 severe proad e
Belmont High Schuui.-an.area‘with"many?of.the same=probleh3‘és'théfflaya'ViSté“i'nt

b e N

It.seems to me that the oroper study still needs to be done ~ ﬁoiﬂﬁﬁﬁoab.aimgliﬂsa Foen

VISTR DEVELOPERS CR TMF CITY - but a Completely unbiased organisation. Otherwis:, ...
said in my

Statement, the hypoesrisy of the LA City Council who issued the permits fo:-the-P&ﬁp;='

AND the corruption which the City of 1A planning department is accused of by the goi. ..

corncerned residants of the Playa community, must still stand. Please;address“iﬁis
croblem. .

Sincerely, T - T PRI T

Rose MacHardy

(3i0) €37~ oix e e

1

10

10
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310 4

1115 euclid st. #5
santa momnica, ca 90403

310 451 5258 aurthur@gte.net
April 9, 2001

To: Barbara Garrett. Office of CLA, Los Angeles
213-680-0085

Re: CLLA methane report regarding Ballona Wetlands/Playa Vista project
Dear Ms. Garrett:

1 am writing to urge you to postpone approving the March CLA report pending further review of
the methane, toxic gas, and seismic issues at the Playa Vista site, particularly Area D, Phase One.

I have read the March report, just as ] read last year's gas/seismic report done by ETI, Inc. | know
that the new document, which refutes key points made by ETI, purports to bea deepenmg of the
first mvesuganon But g:ven ‘the role of seven consuhants associated with Playa Capital in
fabncatmg the new report, | do not have conﬁdence inits rel;ablllty

1 do not mean to qustton anyone's integrity or motives. But recent events in the medical world,
for example—such as the Rezulin matter as handied by FDA and many other cases mgardmg
research published in medicat journals—suggest that even thé most competent scientists’ tend,
perhaps subconsciously, to skew their results in the interests of the companies or organizations

they are working for-and being paid by. Often such; bmscs even when uncomctous result mihe -

sickness or death of innocent- peoplc..

Similarly, there is the possibility of serious illness or death at Playa Vista if the not-—always-

disinterested experts turn out to be wrong. 1 bellcve that this fact alone is enough to;rutc cautlon;:_,

about the new report.

My recommendauon We now have two cori'ﬂactmg reports about the advasa'bllny of building -
structures on Areaz Do the Ballona Wetlands near Jefferson and Lincoln, about the existence of

the Lincoln Fault. and about the possibility of mitigating methane hazards at the site in new >~

apartment buildings. In other words, we have a one-ore tie. | would argue that, given the serious

nature of the matiers we are dealing with, we need a third investigation, a tie-breaker, to settie the

matter once and for all. This investigation should be thoroughly vetted through public hearings
and carried out by thoroughly disinterested pams—lndnnduals without any professional or
financial connections to any of the parties with an interest in the project.

The possible fiability exposure of the City of LA as well and dangers to persons who may end up
living on the Playa Vista site call, | believe, for greater care than would be evidenced by hurried
acceptance of the new CLA report. in the words of Hippocrates: First, do no harm.

Thank you for your attention.

Respectfutiy.

“The Angel and the Dragon™

R

Comment Letter #TH'u
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Comment Letter #12
132 Form Letters with original individual signatures
~ delivered by Playa Capital Companies, LLC

L For ease of presentation a copy of the form letter is presente
ik 27, 2001 - with original signatures reproduced in a consolidated format.

Ms, Barb Garrett

“Legislative Analyst
200 N. Main Street, Room 512
Los Angeles, CA 50012

RE: City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern for Community Facilities
District No. 4, Playa Vista Development Project

Dear Ms. Garrett:

I am submitting:these comments on the Report of the above-referenced investi gation. I

want to commend the Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst for its thoroughness and for
its attention to detail and scrupulous scientific standards. I find the report important for
two reasons: o ,

First, &ause-of_ thé' ré_sults._ -As amcrhber_ of 't.hf; ]ocal community, I am relieved ﬁ::u..l‘eal;n-=
that there is no evidence of a new earthquake fault in our community, that.the Gas :
Company natural gas storage facility is not leaking; that Playa Vista is not subsiding, that

the site poses no health risks, and that there are mitigation measuresfor any methane - -
detected on the site. _

Second, as‘a long-titme Playa Vista supporter, T want to see the project move forward. . ...
I hope that your Report allows us to put the issues investigated behind us once and for all
and that we will finally see the realization of a project that creates community, stimuiates -
economic development, and undertakes the much-needed restoration of the Ballona .~ .+« -
Wetlands. : : - :

Thank you-fdr -your consideration.

Sincerely,

‘ 3/27 ol
S@fﬁ" /\/Auflg.e C%fio
P Seald AV

M Redonde foach (4
City @Z 7!




Comment Letter #12 cont.

March 27, 2001

Ms. Barb Garrett

Legislative Analyst

200 N. Main Street, Room 512
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern for Community Facilities
District No. 4, Playa Vista Development Project

Dear Ms. Garrett:

I am submitting these comments on the Report of the above-referenced investigation. I
want to commend the Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst for its thoroughness and for
its attention to detail and scrupulous scientific standards. I find the report 1mportant for
twO reasons:

First, because of the results. As a membcr of the local community, I am relieved to learn
that there is no evidence of a new earthquake fault in our community, thai the Gas
Company natural gas storage facitity is.not leaking, that Playa Vista is not subsxdmg. that
the site poses no health risks, and that there are mitigation measures for any methane -
detected on the site. '

- Second, as a long-time Playa Vista supporter, I want to see the project move forward.

I hope that your Report allows us to put the issues investigated behind us once and for al}
and that we will finally see the rcahzanon of a project that creates community, sumulates
economic development, and undertakes the much-needed restoration of the Ballona
Wetlands.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
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- 1donot agree that this report fulfills the requirements of the Budget & Finance Committee as determined at
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'CLA March 2001 City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern CFD4 Playa Vista
Public Review - Stewart Morris

Comment Letter #13

Stewart Morris
23531 Leyte Drive
Torrance, CA 90305
(310) 375-7945

April 5, 2001

Barb Garrett

Legislative Analyst

City of Los Angeles

200 N. Main Street, Room 512
Los Angeles, CA 50012

_ By fax: (213) &680-00835

- Re: Public Review Cnrmnents
- City lnveshgnhon of Potential Issues of Concern for CFD4 Pla:.a V lsta Dev elopmem Project

the June 7, 2000 meeting presided by-Councilmember/Conmittee Chair Mike Feuer angd -

Councilmermber/Corrznittee Member Cindy Miscikowski.

Much of what I.read rhssuadod tn¢ from any conclus:on that the intention of this repon was to bnng Iruth to
light. If that were really the committee's intention, there would have been at least some requests for more
mformation from experts in the affected communities who were not specifically part of the committee. Even
more telling, is that the July 18 public hearing cormments transcripts were notincluded in the. volumes.of -
documentation addended to the Study. Instcad the Study commines chosc to work'im a vacuum ﬁ'om the
co:mmnunes that gcncrated the request for the study in the first placr,

Ca\ eat:
As & moember of the public:with limited time. resources and access to pubhc ofﬁculs. plmsc gxcuse*any
mistakes I may-have made, but plcasc mform me. :

Please note that 1 have additional concems abour spccxﬁc techmical issues, bcyond the one's | addrcssed, but
I'll leave those for others with more mformed opinions.

Thank you for the oppqrtu_m‘ty toprcs_qn Ty COBCETTS.

o e T P

Attachment: Stewart Moarris/Public Review Comments

113-1
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Comment Letter #13 cor
CLA March 2001 City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern CFD4 Playa Vista
Public Review - Stewart Morris

1. The CLA report did not account for all the relevant public conumntsleviden_hé presented July 18.

After the July 18 public comments meeting the CLA apparently never formaily or informally reported A
which public comments they considered relevant and how those would alter the proposed study plan. One 13- 2
can only assumne that (a.) public comment was ot formally considered and/or related discussions were not
memorialized, (b.) if they were considered, there was no public record that they were presented to
Councilmember Feuer for approval, which means that (c.) therefore the final CLA Study plan was never
approved by those who engaged it in the first place.

Nor could I find evidence of any meetings offered between the Study Members and thé members of the 13- 3
public who presented technical evidence at the July 18 meeting, as requested by Councilmember Fever.

By reviewing transeripts from the June 7 meeting that initiated the study and the July 18 publi¢ hearing
that solicited juput, compared to the final March 2001 CLA report, one finds the following...

This study was instigated by the apparently strong public reacticn to disagreements regarding public
safety issues presented to the Council by the proponents of the Playa Vista project-te solicitation of Mello-+
Roos funding: ‘Councilmémbers Feuer and Miscikowski réquested the' CLA: Study be performed to ascertain
the accurate data needed to make an informed decision regarding bond funding. The CLA Study was to be
done as an open. impartial investigation of scientific evidence. . 3 13- 4

The CLA report makes no mention of any public invélvement other than the June 7 and July 18 public
. hearings. In fact, the last public involvement. at the 7/18'hearing, was- clezrly defined by Gerry Miller -

~ ACLA, who ran the mesting, as Dot a forum for any discussion and only a2 source of input re the draft CLA
+ study. (publicly announced only one week prior. but not published in the primary local newspaper, The
| Atgonamg)® G e e S e S A e e
At the -Jimg 7 .n_t'eetih‘g;’-‘(?o.un_cilmembel"ffl"etiei made specific requests regarding publi¢ involvement...
“1 think there should be a meeting, 2 public mezting, for people to.be able 10 say what they think of the
outcorne of that determination. “Here’s what we think we ought 10 be studying.” ‘Public, what do vou
think?" ‘Is it too extensive?” ° Is it too narrow?” “What's there?™ _
““And then, informed bv that publi¢ mecting, City staff then proceed to prepare a report with input
from City staff experts and any other experts whom they deem appropriate from outside consultants -
and the fike.” Then they come back within a specified timeframe.” :
... 80, it’s...' What'do we study and by when? Public, what do you think of that? Give what you
think of that.” ' s o -7
*...that COA report and consultation with thar team results in a report that further analyzes, among
other things, the issues raised in the peer review report submitted by Dr. Jones and includes, but is not
limited to ..." _
“And the CLA shall consider any other evidence thar it gets including evidence presented to this
committee.” - '

“...the process is, “What arc the issues: public discussion™.
“Tbelieve that the task foree can help us get 1o 1 a greater depth of that kind of specific analysis if it's

done in a public forum and not behind closed door so that the public bas the ability to exchange,
involve and provide expertise as well.”

“... the bortom line issues arc how do we get to the best possible extent real information ... addresses
the outstanding issucs ... allows for meaninuful public inpur and enables us as decision makers to feel

confident that we have the universe of relevant information from public people, from consultants, from
City staff to make a decision.”

13-5
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CLA March 2001 City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern CFD4 P-layé Vista
Public Review - Stewart Morris

. to pull together the information to cyeate public process, to receive gublié documents from the
pubhc which help to inform the dec:s:crn and help distil} the decision, tolet tlus proccss begm asa

reconunendauon as best as possible...”

.. there would be an opportunity for a well-naticed public geting at which to discuss, at thart early
stage, the array of issues to be considered and the time frame within which the report be prepared, to
be followed by the actual preparation of the report ... | am very cognizant of the frustration of some or.
all sides here who felt they would have l'ked more time to discuss the subsrannve issues. There will
beplentv o “for that discussion.”

13- 5¢co

2. The CLA report did not appear to include input from Dr. Jones, as explicitly requested by
Councilmember Feuer (other than for peer review after tests were concluded).

The CLA report notes that Dr. Jones was asked to review specific reported conclusions, but docs not
describe his integration into the overall project process as explicitly requested by Councilmember Feuer.

There is an apparent double standard here. If the Study (p.23) describes his initia} report as void because
it was based on'an outdated (193 5) and inaccurate study, then why was he still considered a reliable peer-
reviewer? Even a cursory review of that report would have d.ctcmuned any credibility problem well before
July 18 (\vherc it could have been pmcntcd to the public in the Study proposal ) “And. what was’ umqucm
about his parvicipation, or lack of participation, that caused his name to bc mlssmg fromﬂm hsrof
Consultants and Commng Agencies? ‘What occurred?

Is something anusual occured here, is there an issue to consider if it's also determined that he's the first

and only consultant ever hired by Playa ‘Vista (1o report on a query from the City) who rcsPondcd with
findings contrary to the interests of the Developer?

13- 6

and‘thosc who are not on either sxde of promntmg an ssue or recorm:cndmg a statemmt, but
someone who knows the language, kniows the system, knows the kmd of questions ‘that you and I
dontnkno“ how to ask...” .

..we need a task force for those contradictions and conflicts and others are : going to be
brought forward can be aired it can'be resolved. can create @ group of City agmrs “‘who have
some degree. of todmws% hsoﬂfledgcud outsuic that the ’Cﬂ}' w:ll ‘hirc 10 helpﬂmmclcanhc

[ o]

7 meeting,’ member Feuersaid .~ B
“Dr Jones -, needsto”bepanofdxatmmbmuscht.s:hcpecrrcwcwwhosbocnmmxs
lf T didn” tsa} that exphc:th T ‘wanted 10 be clear about wtnow.”

3. The report does not decument how the specific consultants were selected and what their existing or
prior refationships to the Playa Vista project are/were

During the June 7 meeting a question was raised regarding the potential conflict of interest resulting
from the Gas Company and Playa Vista developers employing the same law firm._... that is, how the two
parties can have the same legal representation, even though they pursue apparently conﬂmnng interests,

That unanswered question points to a related missing logic in the Study. The Study reviews potential 13- 7

Gas Cornpany liability (methane leaks) determined, in part, by consultants employed by the Developer, who
has the same incentive to find no leaks. '

At the June 7 mecting, a member of the public (Venskus) asked ...
*...perhaps look into and investigate the potential conflict of interest with Latham & Watkins representing
both Southern California Gas and Playa Vista ...

4/9/01 Page 3of 5
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CLA March 2001 City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern CFD4 Playa Vista

Public Review - Stewart Morris

4. The report does not make any specific comparisons to the conclusions reached prior to permitting
and construction of Belmont.

During the public hearings, there was concern shown regarding the fact that similar safety studies were
compieted, and approved as safe, before Belmont was constructed, yet it now stands abandoned as unsafe.
How are those concerns addressed here? This is not a comparison of safery issues, but of the crcdibﬂty of
the studies due to lack of response to pubic input and lack of accountabilities to non-vested parties.

3. Technical concerns.
The CLA report notes methane mitigation o

;&s_gmmg, Thc rcpon says thar the actual mumber of vents is not dctermmed yer. How can the Cnry
consider i issuing bonds for a property deveIOpmcnt mitigation tcChnology that is not fully defined?

Thc rcport nots tha: chcl 1T 'and some chcl 1| concenrranon lcvcls will rcgu:rc
“active”™ mochamcai vqntﬂanonﬂsystm
1. Where will the energy be supphed frori and how will rhey sowrce r;dundantlmm'gcncy pcwa 'm thc
case of an arthquake or other catastrophic cvenr? Is the State of Cahforma willing ¢ :o approvc '
sPeaal permn to cxc:rg:t tbc project from electricity brownouts. '
2. How will the ambient noisc and additional expense be considered in thc sale price of homs" Wil]
that be reflected in the Developmcnt’s updated financial pro—fonm" )
3. If an audible and visual alarms and notification to LAFD are. tngggrcd when mcthane conoermnms
are dctq_:ted above. 12 500 ppmv what pccurs next? If 4

mutc  the gas"’ o
Re Monitoring. . The report notes that-manual assessments andmutongg will be rcqmwd and'the
bmldxng owneror - PrOperty owners association will be responsible for i lt,s tpkeep. .
Who is accountable for ensuring that gites requiring monitoring are in fact monitor
2. What protection will the conmmmity have regarding conp‘iiance of the monitoring?
3. What examples of non-compliance did the Study review to determine that the plan 10 morutor is
typically enforced, and who will be responsible for ‘that enforce:mnt at ?V‘? (Opmlon Property
owners associations are not typxcany assocmtcd with reliable, consxste:m acuam and accountab:hry )
4. How will the disruption and additional expenses related to monitoring be considered in the sale price
of homes? 7 Will that bereflected in the Developmmt supdated ﬁnanc:a.l pro-forma?

§. Subsidence.

The Sﬁl&y reviewed. histrical data to determine evidence of existing ground subsidence. It did not
appear to review how adding millions of tons of property .development, automobiles and people on a porous,
historical wetland will effect the poteutial for future soil compaction and subsidence.

If the property is situated on a significant aquifer, and the water (and gas) are diverted, what will oceur
as a result?

7. Input from sli Study comnittee members.

The July 11 CLA report proposal and the completed March 2001 report note the Los Angeles Fire

13-

13- ¢

3. 4

J13- 1

13- 1

13- 1

13- 14

13- 1!
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CLA March 2001 City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern CFD4 Playa Vista
Public Review - Stewart Morns

Department as a memmber of the Study conmuittes. However, I did not see any commeantary from LAFD in

the report. o - 13- 16
. What was LAFD’s participation?
2. Where is the docunientation re their participation”

8. Post Study actions.

What arc the next steps regarding the result of this public comment?
i. How will the Study mémbers assimilate this comment into their Teport 1o the PLUM cormumittee?

2. How much notice will the public receive before the PLUM committee meets 1o review this? 13- 17
3. How will the public be notified?

4/9/01 Page Sof 5
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Comment Letter #14
Barb Garrett, Legislative Analyst
City of Los Angeles
Fax 213-880-0085
April 9, 2001

In Regard to the City investigation of Potential Issues of Concem for Community
Facilities District No. 4 Playa Vista Development Project: (Report March, 2001)

I am writing to express several concerns:

On two consecutive days, March 14 and 15, 2001, | was on the northwest corner
of Lincoln and Jefferson Blvds., where there is a bus-stop. On both afternoons,
around 4 pm, | noticed that the air had a slight smell and after about 15 minutes
or so, | began to feel 2 headache and the back of my throat began to feel sore.
The smell of the gas vapor seemed to be coming from the large opening under
the recently resurfaced curb. After | left the area, my headache disappeared, so |
believe that it was caused by breathing whatever gas was escaping in that area.
At least two other people in the vicinity had a similar experience at that time.

| am concerned that the Playa Vista construction underway across Lincoln Bivd.,
{the Fountain Park Apts) may be causing gases to vent in adjacent areas, and
that in fact the mitigations currently being tested are not sufficient. That area has
one of the highest concentrations of methane gas acccording to your study map.
Why is building going on while the mitigation system is still in the process of
being designed? (pg 15 & Appendix B)) - '

A thorough study of the old undertying oilfield and its 200 wells has not been
done; moreover, as | understand #, such land could be very dangerous to build
upon. On April 3, 2001, the Manhattan Beach Chamber of Commetce sponsored

an educational session on methane gas with their Fire Chief which brought up
some of these issues. :

Because of the liability the City of Los Angeles will face if significant problems
develop in the future, adequate disclosure of the extent of the extremely high gas
hazards must be made in all of the real estate transactions having to do with the
proposed Playa Vista development. Who bears the liability and considerable
expense for the ongoing methane monitoring for the “affordable” housing units?

In terms of public input, | think that more could have been done to include the
public in this process. | did go to the Venice Library to read the additional
materials, but could not find them. Also, one of the important factors expressed
by the public at the July "scoping” session was that independent consultants
should be used. Yet, according to the CLA report, seven of the nine entities
involved were hired by Playa Vista.

14- 1

14- 2

14- 3

14- 4

14- 5




Comment Letter #14 cont,

In relation to the health risk assessment, | also have not seen an adequate
response to the reported cancer cluster in the Bluffs area above Playa Vista, and 14- 6

the considerable increase in air pollution that would be due to the large increase
in traffic in the area.

Finally, | believe that a Subsequent Environmental impact Report (SEIR) that

would cover the entire Playa Vista site and project should be done to adequately

address these concems. 14- 7

Sincerely,

Leslie Purcell
1033 12" St., #3086
Santa Monica CA 90403
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Comment Letter #15 cont.

I read the review poeted by the city on the intemnet. I was swrprised by a

few aspacts of the web based reporc. Some of the inconsistencies were

missing figures and values,uh;i.dx;_ as a scientist, bother me. OF course, my

background is academics. Geological evidence in cerms  of envirormental
consulting  should maintain a central theme, that being: risk assessment. s
zuch, I have read the report regarding thc Flaya Vista development project.
It is my opinion that the conclusions reported by the Ciry .of Los Angeles

are flawed in terms of interpretation regarding soxrve material of methane,
I will

&Lmissueofla:gecmcernforneisrhigrepor:doesmcagxmdumy
explaaticn as to how the methane gas is so different froum storage gas. The
city repcrt staces that methane derived from_the subsurface scil is a
canbinaticn of both therrogenic and hiological sources. When I looked ar

the carbon-deuterium profilé, this did indeed gpear to be the case,
however, the methane picture is not as simplistic as presented in the City
of Los Arngeles report. Riclogical alteration ~cf _methane ocours by . -
rethanogenic bacteria in dlot of natural systems. Bacteria . can alter the
isotopic signature of methane. Also, the pathiay and residence time of
gas underground czn lead to fractionation of thexmogenic  methane, | as.
appeared to be the case here. Drawing a canclusion that the methame &C
signature sarehow excludes the Plava Vista undeground gas storage without
any sacl of statistical relationship facility is therefore -scientifically
irrespenicible. B . _ _ S

Ay conclusion for a scientist mist be hecked p statistically, ..otherwise
conclusions ave reduced to conjecture, opening W the party in question to
counterprodictive peer revies and even possible litigation, as may.be the
methane. As such, we rust know how our representative .data crTpare

statistically before attemting ary inference. in tems of source
pathway, as was &ne in the City of los Angeles report. :

¥o eplanation of zltemative §C pathways, methanogenesis ar cxidation’ has .
been presented bere. As such, I this peetion of the. repart highly ‘disturbing
as a scientist. It was and fast with alot of hand waving. a

In retxaspect, the laygest peoblems I fomd in this report was that: it was
overall, rot scientifically concise, poorly written ard the conclusions
=uibmitted to an academic jowmal would,. fail the test of pesr.review -and
abjectivity  §0 critical to scientific  discourse, The biogecchaical |
characterization of your site is contrary to any other estuarine. system I -
have yot reviewed. In addicion, the presence of heavy hydrocarbans, camplex
INAFLS s=uch as BIEX, as with a &l3C signature statistically similar ‘to s
retained Yy natural gas campanies . per the data released in the ETI
report.

-t

15-1
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Comment Letter #15 cont.

SYNAPHIS
DADEXIACTES G‘CEIYCFLOSANELE'REIMEW_A'WC PERSPECTIVE

1.) To cate: No surface methane flux has been reported, ‘enly subeoil, and 15-2
that, limited in spatial extent. Total methane flwes cut of soil are wall
over the ndnimum explosive limdit.

2.} No statisticel analysis of the £13C data has been Gme in terms of
analyzing the distribution of yoxr isotopic data. This is important 15-3
because we can elucidate the physical mechanisms behind 13C pathways in
the envirarment az well as THERE REIATTVE SOURCE QONTRISIJTIONS.

3.) The evidence for'a fault near Lincoln Elvd. may be _ _ ‘

inconclusive ‘due to extensive modification of the swface sediment .during
development. The seismic profile does ol wadude the Laull's _ _ 15-4
existence. Inférenca' that the Lincoln fault does .ot exdist is contrary to

4.) Several biogeocherists “in ox departmemt were very surprised at -the
dare in theliterature. This does not preclude the possiBility of ‘a natural .
source, however, such a natural source does seem very unlikely. Only further
813C amlysis of methane frun this loculicy will elucidate the possible

] B . -’ﬁ\'_g - ! ..—_ s o ! - E "“

o A S U AR 15-5
I am ar a loss ‘to eqplain the extremely ‘high concentrations of methane ..
and not a sort of ‘dstribution we wolld‘epeact 6 see for a biclogical .

systam. Tt 98 possinla - that- rh-lfsf’?aistrib__:i:“i-m “way e agsociated with
subsurface venting of methane, ‘dimilar “to that seen in Hanceck

parcafin. e e R : & :

citation by 3w codulting Tiem rogarding ' 13C fructionstion of methane was 15.6
a direot .quotation:of-a-well knowr-geochehical ‘methane -stidy (Reebwrg &
al., 1997), however, ro attempt to cite, or even’quote that asthor strikes me

S:). Cverall I felt the ETT fepart was' very solid in'tems of methodology,

€.} The coverage of methane concentration data iz boavily biased to the
ragion adjacent to Lincoln Blwd. The full range of methane is not
determined, spatially ar isotopically. Furthermore, the data regarding
methane cancentration is remarkable for its nermrandom distribution,
consistent with preferential venting of natural gos to the surface via 15.7
fault 1line structuves . Sxh preferrad routes of oAs enissions should ke
noted where the rates of methane escaping the gromid are inline with
advective processes, 1ot diffusional gas transport processes as would
be epected in any subsoil biclegical system or even the diffucion of
thermogenic methane across the soil/attogphéere  interfa ce,
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Comment Letter #15 cont.

7.) Finally, the rarark that the Plays Vista underground storage facilicy
iz not lealdng seems wnfounded. Most urdergrourdd gas starage facilities
(upeards -of %70-%80) at modern gas stations, do in fact lesk., The presence
of parrafin hydrecarbons  at the Playa Vista site may be cansistent with
such a saurce. BIEX found in the EIT report canmot be produced by
hiological means and merits further investigation. '

*'FINAL CONCLUSION®+ ¢+

nhile the envirommental impact studies initially perfermed by ETI appear
to be well cermposed and balanced, the City of Los angeles study is incamlete,
poorly writtenm, citation, lacking data evidence and does not hold up to
third party ixquiry. Scientific conclusions presented in this study are
urbalanced, and no strog scientific conclu.-:.mmbedraun from a
geclogichemical standpoint, until statistical analysm is. Representa.tm of
the full picture of :Lsot:op:xc fractimation is not pruem:ed in this report. T

saw no eviderce to ‘support Play Vista's  conclusions ‘that methane was mot

derived from gas storage facilities. oOn a first past, in fact, I was very
surpriced by the isotopic similarities. I will plot and analyze these data
and contact you. I am submitting .a reference biblio greghy @ for your use. In
conclusion, I feel that the geclogical report by ETI was misconstrued, ard
that the developers e placing themselve in a position setting a precidence
vl present and future risk of :E.'Lnanc:.a.l lz.abzllty in terms of further
development - at this site. ‘ o

USC Earth Sciences 20

15-8

15-9

2
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Comment Letter #16

- Wetlands Action /Network

protecting & restoring wetlands along the Pacific MNigratory Pathways

April 9, 2001 sent via facsimile to: (213) 680-0085

) AND to: (213) 485-8983
MS. Barb Garret,Legislative Analyst '
ity geles

200 No. Main Street, Room 512 : :
Los Angeles, CA 90012 THESE COMMENT ARE ALSO SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF SIERRA CLUB

Te: City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern for Community Facilities District No. 4 Playa Vista Development
Project - Prepared by the City of L.A. Office of the Chicf Legislative Analyst, March, 2001 (BALLONA WETLANDS)

Dear Ms. Garrett:

Thank you for the opportilnity 10 comment on the above-mentioncd report, s well as the process as originally outlined
and dictated by the Los Angeles City Council Budget & Finance Committee and also the comments raised at the July
- 18th public scoping hearing on this process. We respectfully request that a full Subsequent Environmental dmpact..
Report (SEIR) is required for this process to be legally valid under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA..)
As stated by the City*s consultant in‘the 6/7/00 Budget & Finance Committee hearing, “the initially EIR that was done
on the project was not adequate in addressing methanc.” By Jaw, a subsequent ETR is now required.1o-be-completed.

L Process A. Scope of review: The title for this report is mis-guided, at best. The City Council Budget & Finance |
“Committée directed the CLAs office to determine what problems relatéd 1o methane gas'and other potential public: -
heaith and safety hazards, as well as potential city liability concems related to the entire 1,087 acre Ballona Wetlands -
ccosystem/proposed Playa Vista site; not only the Mello<Roos District No: 4, as the title for:this report:suggests. 'Th]16-
broader scope of review was made very clear to City staff at the 6/7/00 hearing after Dr. Victor Jones of Exploration §
Technologies, Inc,, the City"s peer reviewer explained 1o the Budget & Finance Committee members that “the same -

procedure has to be foliowed-over the entire structure, the entire acreage'of 1 ;087 acres.™

Hav

Dr. Jones also explained that “Once the construction starts, the ability to'map the natural seepage and refate it to the
natural sources has been reduced. If we've going to build on this area, then it's very important that it be mapped
properly before we coveritup.” S 7 P

Of course, the City has ignored this admonition of Dr. Jones’ as they have allowed Playa Vista Capital to bulldoze,
grade, stockpile atop and otherwise “cover up” the land throughout Areas D and in the location of the proposed © . .

poltuted runoff basin in Arca B, while proper mapping and studies have not been completed. What rationale does the
City have for ignoring the advice of this expert? '

B. Not an independent analvsis: Seven of the nine consultants listed on page iil were hired by the “Contracting
Agency” of “Playa Vista Capital.” The remaining two were contracted by the City of Los Angeles.

1) when did the private Wall Street-backed, Morgan Stanley Dean Witter/Goldman Sachs owned Playa Vista Capital |16
become an “agency?” They have not yet received sufficient public financing 10 be termed an agency, but perhaps if th

City provides them with the nearly $1/2 billion they want in public financing, that will be sufficient for them to be
deemed a public “agency.”

D.0. Box 1145 * Malibu, CA 90265 * (310} 456-5604 * fax: (310) 456-5612
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| | ., | Com ment Letter #16 cont.
Ballona Wetlands CLA Report comments _
April 9, 2001

: Fi i eting that Playa
. 2) 1t was made abundantly clear in the 6/7/00 City of Los Angeles Budget & Finance ;qmzltcdrxt ﬁc ity Counel
Vista Capital was not to contract the copsuitants, but that these consultants were 1o be in kpuf e s eyt
m::tion azthorizcd the CLA’s office to hire consultants for this project, not to analyze wor, performed |
under the supervision of Playa Vista Capital.

- - ) - : . ] : . N . . . . d thc . .
Cindy Miscikowski staied on 6/7/00; “what we really nieed is some etity that is our C':Yngg“fst“;‘;:mt e eone
review testimony and those who are not.on ¢ither side of promoting an issue or m";n;d o tgknbw how 10 ask...”
who knows the language, know the system, knows the kind of questions that you and § dor™t know hew o 37

Mike Feuer stated on 6/7/00 that “Many of our processes in fhc Cit)f includ‘ing buxld_mg P‘ﬁ::ﬂfﬁ:ﬁnﬁ{;ﬂdﬂ;&
first instance on what the project proponent submits and 1 thlnk, while that tnformatmn is. Tl ot
s dispositive nor the only baseline set of data.”- He also said, **..the one thing that you Just saig ma by Playa Vista's |
recommend it that is be: that whatever group of people is assembled, analyzes the reports prepared by Playa Yista -
experts-alone. Thatis not the charge.” = SRR o e

effort of review through Building & Safety required was to go outside to get expertise and hire this peer.revieyer, Dr..
Jones, with whom now the applicant has some issues that they agree and some issues that they are in d{spt:t:_. -

Cindy Miscikowski stated on6/7/00 also: “..in fact in this instance, 1 ¢hink why we’re here is what the City’sfirst

" Mike Fener stated.on 6/7/00 also; “The goal is to have information thatireflects real life and if'that QG..‘,._.E P
saying adamantly-this:is wrong and that’s right, that's okay....I db-contcrnplm;ﬂmt__:ﬁ:c-CLA’sm;'dermdﬁ_t T
conisultation with all these folks will include consultation with experts - that-are.outside - expertconsuftants:that
outside.of the Clty-family-and-draws on both because there"ve been-a lot of discussions - youdmow; again tohesery-4
candid.about it;4n this committee about who knows what's going on and who.is capable - who is:and who'isitcapetilf

of coming up with the right answer...it is imperative...that the information that's brought forward is viewed-atieasth ;
everybody as being credible information with the analysis being thought to be thorough and to the point....The public.
needs to be confident and we need to be confident in that process..” . = S S

T

What has thé CLA neglcbtcd these admonitions and ipstructions by the Council leader who ihitial‘iy requested this~:
process be undertaken?

C. Fla.wed Erocés:

s

1)The CLA obviously did not analyze all other evidence as submitted

by Wetlands Action Network, Lawyers for Clet
Water, Santa Monica Baykeeper,

Sierra Club and Baliona Wetlands Land Trust during the hearings of the Building &
Safety Commission last summer, after the CLA process was begun. At the 6/7/00 B&F hearing it-was directed that “d
CLA shall consider any other evidence that is gets including evidence presented to this committee?” Given that the - 1
Building & Safety Dept. head was to be part of this CLA committee, it would be presumed that all evidence in the han

of this department and other departments participating in this process should be analyzed. Instead, it is rather obviou
that only the Playa Vista consultant-submitted reports have been analyzed. )
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. Ballona Wetlands CLA Report comments . :
April 9, 2001

dllowed to participate n these closed-door mectings. He only participated in meetings with staff of the Building &
Safety Dept., which was not the direction given by Budget & Finance Committee Chair Mike Feuer. Councilmember
needs to be part of that team because he’s the

peer reviewer who’ve been in this. And, Iif I didn’t say that explicitly, I wanted to be clear about that now.”

Councilmember Feuer did not sil direct that Dr. Jones de a consultant, but rather that he be “pari'&f the team” 16-

the CLA Task Force that produced this report. He was not. Why?

3) Raymond Chan suggested at the 6/7/00 B&F hearing that the City’s Department of Environmental Affairs, having
expertise in some of the technical issues rejated to public health & safety, as well as the Personnel Dept. of Industrial __'!6'
Hygiene, be brought-into the process. Why were these recommendations ignored in favor of the Playa Vista consulia]-
being those who brought forward baseline data and analysis? - : R ' d:

4) Cindy Miscikowski recommended that the Fire Department should be part of the CLA commitiée on €/7700. Why]16-
was this recommendation not followed? _ _ ' R . S

5) At the 6/7/00 B&F hearing Gordon Hamilton of the Ci
1998 and 1999 report related to hydrogen sulfide. Since th

related to employee exposures t¢ hydrogen sulfide Qﬁ the si
hydrogen suifide. : ' -

At the this June, 2000 hearing, Councilmember Feuer stated that he wanted to be st
the CLA task force - ‘-‘including'"tcports that oqntr’ad_ict one gnother - are both avai

at this moment....if there.are specific issues, 1 want them resolved.” There is no iﬁdiéi’iitjﬁ mthe CfAmpon that@ese .
other hydrogen sulfide reports have been taken into account nor how these reports were reconciled withthe likely biase
reports submitted by Playa Vista consultants, ' '

6) Please explain what role Latham & Watkins, the lawyers for BOTH Playa Vista Capital and'Southern Califoria Gas].
Company, played in the production of this report. We have heard that many documents sought between the various
coosultants and the City were considered privileged and confidential/attomey work-products, and, thus, were only ablc o

10 be partially analyzed. ON 6/7/00 at the B&F hearing Ms. Sabrina Venskus raised the issuc of the possible conflict of 16+
interest of Latham & ‘Watkins representing both of Plays Vista Capital and Southern CA Gas Co./Sempra. What did th
City do to insure that the data relating to whether or not the gas field gases are migrating was accurate and mdcpe.ndgnt :
data and not a product that would protect one of the other of Latham’s clients 10 the possible exclusion of the City and}
the public?

7) Counciimembers Mike Feuer and Cindy Miscikowski on 6/7/00 at the B&F hearing both requested that the C"ity’s
Engineering Geology Advisory Committee be part of the CLA process. There is no indication that such body did
participate in preparation or review of the CLA report. Why? :

8) Councilmember Mike Feuer on 6/7/00 at the B&F hearing stated that there would be pler?ty of time for p.ublic revie
and input into this process, and that the entire process would be open to the public. Please inform th«_: public as to th.e 16-
meeting dates and times of the CLA Task Force and whether or nor these meetings were properly noticed to the public
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Ballona Wetlands CLA Report |
Apri.fl;, 2001 Port comments Comment Letter #16 cont.

IL. Substantive Issues _A. Fractures in the Earth that facilitate gas seepage:

While the CLA report states that there are no ear&qﬁake faults, and, thus no problems as

California Gas Company storage field. In this Jamuary 3 1, 2001 ltter, while he abstans from, using the word:“fult” 1
he stll uses the term “fractures.” He states, “Thiss the aear-surfaoe gas anormalies appear to be issuing from fractures §
-pther distuptions that directly underlic the methane anomalies s defined by the soil gas surveys.”

ot

s i SR

PR e T : i, P -l!l‘y - IR e e e \ : V‘

in the morning thn ft.is tonight. And that means that we have tobcvcr}caref;d in what mitigation:is-proposedo m 1
sure that the design is capable of handling all the variatiors that nature might put upon it.” S PR ON 1
The CLA report fails to deal with the very real, and obviously still existing fractuges, 2s mentioned in Dr. Jones' | A
173172001 letter that could.increase the hazards building atop large methane gas sespage arcas in.a known liquefaction o

B..Thé rey ortdoes li_;t,.addms the issnes as butlined'_b the Dept. of Building & Safety in their chart
submitted to the 6/700 B&F hearing, ' ek
The Depe. of Building & Safety submitted 2 chart to the City Budget & Finance Committee that outlined the issues '|1 6-

required to be addressed. No mention is made in the CLA report, and no update on the progress made as to the
questions rajsed on that chart appears to exist. Why?

Also, after talking with numerous officials in the Dept. of Building & Safety, it appears that the CLA review did not
include regular meetings with por collaboration with this department in issuing this new report. in fact, we understanc

that not all of the Dept. of Building & Safety issues have yet been addressed, including the Level 3 mitigations for the
largest methane concentration seeps. - ~
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. Ballona Wetlands CLA Report comments _
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C. The report did not provide data nor anatysis of the technique used by petroleum peologists for determining
faults that was suggested by Dr. Bernard Endres st the 6/7/00 B&F hearing.

Dr. Endres suggested a third technique for determining the validity and locations of possible faults - that being to tak
“all of the well records, electrical logs, whether they're old-predates the electrical logs, you plot that data up and it t

you what the geological characteristics are.,” Why was this technique not used when the seismic surveys outlined by
Playa Vista Capital were questioned as to whether or not they would be accurate?

16-

D. Given that Ethane, Propane and Buta as, which js
lighter than air, why is there no s ecificity as to the mitigations - - that will need to be very different - for these

J_EJ—LhLD’____g_ L o1fereant - for these
gases, which were also found in significant quantities on the Plava Vista site, according to the April 17, 2000

ne have much different characteristics than methane

FLT

We understand from sbcaking_wiﬂi City Fire Dept. officials from otherxities that fires invp'liring}tic'séfg;a'g;s?h;vg bec[4g.
found to be very dangerous to firefighters. ' There is no mention of the mitigation systems for these gases, Which can ;
be mitigated in the same manner as methane. ‘ A

E. This report was released without the required questions answered:

- J16--

ity and with lei‘nt:pé_chiii"ﬁms? e

These questions have still not been answered. According to the January 31,2001-letter-from £T1 to. David Hsu of th
City of Los Angeles, “One of the proposed methane prevention systems, the subsurface venting for the Level HI are:
which overlay the methane soil gas anomalies, is currently in the research and design stages.” This statement indicate §16.- -
the system is still proposed and is not Yyet tested nor approved. Level ITT indicates the potentiatly most explosive ar
and these areas must be proven to be able to be mitigated in order to insure the safety of future residents; workers an H
even those who might be driving by the project site on Lincoln or Jefferson Boulevards at the time of & potential

Sincerely, _

Marcia Hanscom Robert van de Hoek

Executive Director Chair, Sierra Club Ballopa Wetlands Task Force
Wetlands Action Network PO Box 192, Malibu, CA 90265

PO Box 1145, Maliby, CA 90265 310-456-5604; fax: 310-456-5612
310-456-5604 .

fax: (310) 456-5612
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Comment Letter #17
April 9, 2001
Ronald F. Deaton
Chief Legislative Analyst
City of Los Angeles

City Hall, Room 512
200:N. MainStreet ;
LOS Angcles .CA 90012

'commms ON CITY INVESTIGATION OF POTEN'I‘IAL ISSUES OF CONCERN FOR
COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT NO. 4 PLAYA VISTA DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

 AND HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT-PLAYA VISTA DEVELOPMENT 1:0S8 o
ANGELES CALIFORNIA PLAYA VISTA DEVELOPMENT PROJ'ECI' 6775 CENTINELA e
AVENUE, LOS ANGELES o
(CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT ORDER NO. 98-125, FILE NO. 98-192)

Dear Mr. Deaton: e

We have received your letter dated March 12 ’2001 tansmrttmg c0p1cs of T.he “CxtyInvcsnganon of , .
Potential Issues of Concem for Commumty Facﬂmes District No. 411’]aya Vism:l)cvclopmznt?m_jept B S )
(Report) dated March 2001, and the *Fiimati Health Risk Assessment Playa Vists Devélopment Los

Angeles Cahforma, (Risk Assessment) dated February 6, 2001, for our review and comment. We havc .
;~comp]ctcd our review of. thc‘Report and st]c Assessmcnt and pm‘ndc t.hc oW

v..;,,_-;-—Generaleomments : ST - Lot
: Thc Cahforma chmnal Water-Quahw Comrol Board, Los Angclcs‘ chlon (Regxoual Board) is thc lead )
Stateagcncy supervising the investigation, monitoring and remediation of soil anid: ‘groundvater
contamination at the Playa Vista site. The Regional Board is taking these actions to ensure the protection
of the State’s surface and groundwater resources. In addition, the Regional Board is working with the

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to evaluate potential health risks
assoclated with this contamination.

Due to concerns expressed by some project opponcnts regarding potential health issues relatcd to soil and
groundwater contamination, methane and other gases (benzene, toluene, cthylbmzcne and xy}encs ’
(BTEX) and hydrogen sulfide), Regional Board staff have previously and independently met with the
United States Environmental Protection Agency; the California Department of Conservation, Division of
0il, Gas and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) and the Los Angeles City Department of Building and
Safety, as well as numerous private consultants involved with this project, to review and discuss many of
the same issues that are addressed in your Report and Risk Assessment.

California Environmental Protection Agency
***The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action 1o reduce energy consumption™™*
“**For a list of simple ways 1o reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the tips at: hup//www.swreb.ca.govinews/echallenge. himi***

"
2 Recycled Paper
Qur mission is to preserve and enkance the quality of California’s water resources for the benefit of present and fudure generations.
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October 10, 2000

- Mr. Vitaly B. Troyan

City Engineer

Department of Public Works

650 South Spring Street, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90014

RE: Southem California Gas Company Gas-Storage Project Operations -
Dear Mr. Troyan:

Thank you for your letter regarding the gas storage project and its relat:onshapto the
Playa Vista Project. The following 1s provided to address the issues expressed in your
letter.

The Division's oversight of gas-storage projects consists of three elements-project -
review meetings. facilities testing. and environmenta! cornpliance inspections

Al least once a'year, Division staff meet with project operators 1o review all aspects of
each project. including any new geoiogic data, performance graphs, wellsite monitoring
repons. pollution prevention activites at wellsites and facilities, and hydrogen suffide
production and its treatment  In addition. reservoir pressure graphs. which track the
project's gas-injecion rates and surface and inventory pressures, and reports on any
gas waste or loss are reviewed. The reviews for Playa del Rey indicate that all

reservorr conditions are consistent with pnor year's performance and no gas losses are
occumng within the project.

The most recent facilities testing at Playa del Rey took place in December 1998 and
Apnl 2000. Minor deficiencies were noted and all were corrected. Additional safety
System testing 1s witnessed by Division engineers twice a year. The Division also
witnesses tests of the surface and subsurface safety valves even if a well is inactive.
All satety systems must be operational befare a well can be put on line.

Environmental inspections are camied out annually by Division staff. If problems are
tound. they are comected immediatety by the operator or g follow-up inspection is



scheduled to confirm that corrective actions have been completed. The Division's last
inspection was conducted on January 14, 2000, with a follow-up in March. The latest
inspection indicated that Southern Califomia Gas Company was in full compliance with
Division regulations. '

The overall safety and performance of Southern California Gas Company in -Playa del
Rey has been excelient. Furthermore, the gas company has received the Division's
Outstanding Lease and Facility Maintenance Award for its “Duniap” lease for 12
consecutive years, and for the “Treasure” and Blackiine” leases for 7 consecutive years.
This award is presented oniy to operators who have maintained their leases in an
exemplary manner.

Our records indicate that there have been no significant problems or deviance from
Division regulations. Qurinspection records show that any problems are always
corrected in a very timely manner. '

As.shown in the studies we have reviewed and the information we have received from
the Playa Vista developer, Southem California Gas Company, and the Exploration
Technologies, Inc. report for the City of Los Angeles, there are areas of the project
where gas seepage is present. However, we have no information to indicate that any of
this gas is derived from the Southem Califomia Gas Company Playa del Rey gas
storage project. (Tracer matenials are added to the stored gas for leak-detection and
other purposes.) R

Conceming your final question regarding the piugging and abandonmefit requirements
for wells, the Division will require any project proponent to replug any wells present in
the project area to present-day standards. Also, if any unrecorded wells are -
discovered, the Division will require these welis to be piugged and abandoned to

- present-day standards. - The Division wiltrecommend-that all wells be vented'if'a
structure is 1o be placed over or in proximity of 2 well- S '

I hope that the above discussion has addressed your concems regarding the Playa del

‘ ﬁey‘-ga_s-slorage project. -if you have.any other questions. piease callme

Siﬁcerely,

RUK Baker—= -
District Deputy
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources

RKB:bc Ri - o+ ENGINEERING
~:Z SERVICES
TTER FILES

0Ct 13 2000
~A GNEL M&K(
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February 28. 2001

Mr. Ron Deaton. Chief Legislative Analyvst
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst
200 N. Main Street. Room 512

Los Angeles. CA. 90012

Attention: Gemy Miller _ _
Assistant Chief Legislausve Analvst

PLAYA VISTA PROJECT - CLA REPORT

Atthe City C ouncil meeung of Junc 25 "000 _the City Council mstrucled the Chu:f Lngslatwc
Analvst. with the assistance of the dep.mmcms of Bulldmg and Safet\ (LADBS) Cm Planmng
Pubiic Works. City Attorner. Citv Admmsirative Officer (CAO) and .any, o(hcr apencies.
consultants or individuals deemed appropnate by the CLA. mcludmg but not limited to Dr. Victor
Jones (Project Peer Reviewer). to:

1) Oversee the development of tasks ncccssar\ for collccum’: ‘and analvzmg any
addiuonal information req um:d 10 assess the structural. health and earthquake safety
risks associated with methane and other ‘pases on the site:

2 Hold a public meeunyg mmm :lh!rt_‘ weeks. or as soon thersafier as possible. 10 obtain
mnpult relative to the 1ssues that will be considered and the estimated time frames for
preparing the report. and

3 Repon back 10 the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Commitntee in 120
days with a repon and recommendations regarding issues raised during this process.

Subsequentls . the CLA s office conducted a series of meetings with the aforementioned depanments
toadentify all related issues and assign tasks and responsibility 1o various departments for addressing
these issues . The following tasks were assigned 10 LADBS:

ELHS0SRe. 29
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Playa Vista Project - CLA Report ‘ Page 2

. Determine the relationship. if any. between gases at the Playa"\r'ista Phase 1 (Cl.'“D4)
' project site and the gas in the Southern California Gas Company Storage Facility at
Plava del Rey:

. Determine the existence of the postulated Lincoln Fault: and

. Idemify and recommend methane mitigation and monitoring requirements,
BACKGROUND

In the Sprning of 1999, preliminary soil pas surveys and esting were done at the Playa Vista site and
the results revealed elevated concentranions of methane gas.

in the Summer of 1999. LADBS and Plava Vista agreed to retain the service of Exploration
Technologies. Inc. (ETI) as the Peer Reviewer for the Plava Vista project 1o assist LADBS staff.

In the Fall and Winter of 1999 and the Spning 0 2000. Playa Vista consuliants. in consultation with
ETI. conducted extensive soils gas sunveys and tesling in tract area 49104 of the Plava Vista Phase
I project site.  The result of this swudy. as summarized in the April 17. 2000 ETI report titled.
"Subsurface Geochemical Assessment of Meihane Gas Occurrences Playa Vista Development. First
" Phase Project.” reflected various methane and gét}*l'd[i'i,gal conditions. Further studies1o address these
conditions were recommended’ - o o

On June 7. 2000. the Budget and Finance Commuttee of the Citv Council discussed the Community

Facilhiues Distnict bond 1ssues and raised concerns regarding environmenial. planning. building and
“safens 1ssues relative 1o the Plava Vista Prowect - Phase 1. ih’fclagi:c_s_n 10 tl@c'"'vis's.uancc of Mello-Roos
~ bonds tor construction and acquisition of public facilities for this project.

On June 23. 2000. at the direction of the Citv Council. the CLA formed a 1ask group comprised of
~ the CLA's Office. LADBS. Publiic™W orks Burcau of Engineering. Depantment of City Planning. City
Attoney. Oy Admimisirative Officer tnow hnown as the Office of Administrative Research and
Senaces (OARS). and the Los Angeles Fire Depantment o address the above described issues.

Difterentiashs and responsibilities were assigned 10 vanous depanments for addressing these issues.

Snce then. L ADBS has conducted frequent meeungs on the issues. inciuding periodic joint meetings
with the consuliants and the Peer Reviewer 1o accomplish the three aforementioned 1asks assigned
to the Depanment  The results of numerous site surveys and testings. reviews and analyses of
histonical and new daw. and technical evaluauon sessions among experts are summarized below.
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DISCUSSION OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE GASESATTHEPLAYA VISTA -
PHASE ] (CFD4) PROJECT SITE AND THE GAS IN THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
GAS COMPANY STORAGE FACILITY AT PLAYA DEL REY

Plava Vista consuitants conducted several soil gas studies and analyses. including nine gas samples
taken directly from severai of the storage and observation welis at the Southern California Gas
Company Storage Facility. All samples were analyzed for composition and similarities with gas
samples 1aken from the Plava Vista Phase | pro_|cct site. These studies are summarized in the
following reports:

. "Sampling and Anaiyvsis of Gas from the Southern California Gas Company Plava
. Del Rev Gas Storage Field”. by Camp Dresser & McKee. Inc. {CDM). dated
September 5. 2000 (Attachment 1)

. “"Comparison of Gas Analvses from Southern California Gas Company Injection
Wellsand from Varnous Observanon{Reservoirs Storage) Welis". by Dr.lan Kaplan,
Zvmax Forensics. dated September 21, 2000 (Attachment 2)
According 10 Plava Vista consultant. Dr. lan Kaplan. ". . .data show that the chemical and isotopic
.characienistics of the natural gas stored h\ Southern Cahforma Gas Company are different from the
pas detected at the Plava Vista property “ -(Atlachment 2. Page 3) - - Lo

Peer Reviewer. ETIL. reviewed and analvzed the above reponts and concluded in their January 31,
2001 leuer to LADBS that. "Companson of the chemical and isotopic data from these wells with the
near-surtace and Ballona gravel aquifer pas sampies previously analyzed on the Playa Vista site
cicaris shows that the siorage pases are not present 1n any of the methane anomalies east of Lincoin
Bhd The pas seepage on the Plava Vista site appears 1o be derived from the Pico Sands at depth
and does not have the geochemical signatures characienstic of storage gas.” (Atachment 3)

LADBS staft reviewed ETI s conclusion and concur that the combined geochemical and peophysical
informatson indicates that the methane gas obsenved at the Plava Vista Phase 1 project site does not
come tram the gas stored 1n the Southern California Gas Company Storage Facilny a1 Plavadel Rey.
tAnachment 4

DISCUSSION OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE POSTULATED LINCOLN FAULT

Plava Vista consultants conducted the following subsurface geologic evaluations of the Plava Vista
provect site

. "Geologic Study 10 Evaiuate the Potential for Active Faulting Near the Intersection
of Lincoln and Jefferson Boulevards. at the Playa Visia site. in the Citv of Los

Angeles. Calitornia™. by Earth Consultants International. Inc.. dated july 2000
(Attachment 3
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. "An Evaluation of the Subsurface Structure of the Playa Vista Project Site and
Adjacent Area. Los Angeles. California”. by Davis & Namson. dated November 16.
2000 {Auachment 6)

As pant of their investipation. Earth Consuitants International reviewed previoushy published
geologic maps and reponts covering the area and unpublished geologic and geotechnical reports
prepared by other investigators for the Playa Vista site. Thev also conducted a subsurface study
consisting of borings and Cone Penetrometer Tests across the area where the fault 1s postulated.
" From all of their data. they could not. "...find evidence 10 suppont the existence of a supposed
"Lincoln Boulevard fault” across the property.” (Anachment 5. Page !. Third Paragraph)

Davisand Namson's evatuation employed five different geologic.and geophysical methods between
May and October 2000 to evaluate the possibility-of faulting at the site:

1) a search of the existing geologic literawre:

2 construction of subsurface maps and cross sections based on well data:

3) purchase and interpretation of pre-existing Chevron seismic reflection data:

4 acquisition and interpretation of a shallow sub-surface peological survev along
Jefferson Boulevard and a deeper seismic survey over the entire project site; and

5 -an offshore geophysical survey southwest of the site. ' v

‘From thiswork. they. "...could-find no evidence for the postulated Lincoin Bou’lcvardcfor.poswlated
Chamoch faulis." (Aurtachment 6. Page 2. Second Paragraph) S = O T

Peer Reviewer. ETL. reviewed and analyzed the above repors and concluded in their J.anum_'y‘S-l.
2001 lener 10 L ADBS that. " . .interpretation of the chemical and geophysical data doesnot suppon
he enistence of the Lincoin Blvd: Fault that was postulatedio dip westward and possibly-iransect
SUaLs within the existing gas storage field . (Atachment 3) o ' B

LADBS siaft reviewed ET1 s conclusion and:concur that the postulated Lincoln Boutevard Fault.
as detined in T April 17, 2000 report. is unsubstantiated. (Attachment 7)

DISCUSSION OF THE METHANEMITIGATION AND MONITORING REQUIREMENT

Pavy Vit consultants. in consultation with ETI. conducted site testings and research analvses to
establinh desipn critena for effectine methane prevention. detection and monitoring svsiems.

A hascline methane soil gas survey that reflects methane concentrauon ievels for the entire project
M was conducted and provided a clearer understanding of the methane distribution. {Attachment
Ko This data enabled Plava Vista consultanis 1o develop a comprehensive program addressing the
desten eritenia of the above methane svstems. as described in the following repon:

. “Playa Vista Methane Prevention. Detection and Monitoring Program”. by Methane
Speciaists. inc . dated Januan 30. 2001 (Auachmem 9)
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The rej:ort included a Methane System Requirements matrix that detailed specific mitigation and
monitoring requirements for the enuire project site based on the level of methane concentration.
There are three different levels of methane concentrations identified for the project site: Level 1.

Level Il and Level I11. Level I represents concentration leveis of less than 100 parts per million of
volume (ppmv). Level Il represents concentration levels of berween 100 and 12.500 ppmy and
Level 1] represents concentration levels of above 12.500 ppmyv. All levels require a basic mitigation
prevention sysiem below the building. including a 12-inch gravel blanket. with pipes to ventilate gas
fromr underneath an impermeable membrane and methane detection alarm sysiems within the
building. For Levels Il and IIl. automatic ventilaion systems triggered by elevated methane
concentration levels beneath the impermeable membrane and continuous monitoring svstems are also
required. Additionally. Level Il requires a subsurface venting system consisting of vent pipes
drifled into the 50-foot gravel aquifer 1o vent methane gas. thereby mitigating the accumutation of
methane within the aquifer and below the ground surface and also reducing the surface emiissions
of methane. Plava Vista impiemented a pilot program wherein more than 70 temporary vent wells
were drilled at the site to determine the feasibility and effectiveness of vemmg subsurface
'accumulauons of methane. The program dcmonstratcd that subsurfacc mcthane gascan be vented.

A permanent subsurface vemmg svstem 1s currently ina progressive design stagc that w1]l cstabl:sh
criteria for dclcrmmmn the exact numbcr of. tocations of. and size of pcnnanem subsurface wc!ls

The repon concluded that. "Eachi of the ievels will provxdt acomprehensive program of ;prcvcmlon
detection. and monitoring svsiems along with 2 maintenance and tesung program 1}1esc systems

Dar LW g

will ensure adequate and appropnate satens for all building occupams (Ana hment 9. T’agc“] Yoo
. m.“ wgm{"' Ea
Peer Reviewer. ETI. reviewed and analyzed the above repont and concluded in lhcxr January 31,2001
leter10 LADBS that. *...the proposed svstems meel our recommendations, provided that thesvstcms
meel. or exceed ali dczall specificanons as required by Depanmem of Bu:ldmg and’ Safct\

{Atntachment 10)

LADBS suaff reviewed and apree with ETi's conclusion that the proposcd mcthanc prevention.
detection and monitoning syvstems for the Playva Vista project are adequate for safe dcvclopmcm
tAttachment 11)

I you have any quesuions or need addinonal information. please call Ravmond Chan. Chief of
Enpincening Hureau. 21(213)977-6380. or me a1 (2131 977-5960

Ven truls voun.

(L

ANDREW A ADELMAN.PL
General Manager
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David Nelson APPENDIX C
Senior Vice P(csi'den;
Playa Capital Company
12553 W Jefferson Bl.. #300
Los Angeles, California 90066
CURRENT REFERENCE ~ REPORT DATE(S) OF __
REPORT/LETTERS NO. DOCUMENT PREPARED BY
‘Methane Report - - k101 ET1 '

“The repont concerning the Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Field and the Lincoln Boulcvard fau.lt has
~ been reviewed by the Grading Section of the Department of Building and Safety. According 1o the

Pt

report. the "con"_ibiﬁcdjgt:péhen:ﬁcal and geophysical information proves beyond a reasonable doubt
that the methane gas seepage observed on the Playa Vista site.does not come from the Southem
Californig Gas[Btorage Field.” The Deparment of Building and Safety accepts this.conclusion.

U UL TN . . . . - } PR Ll
- R W O AT oo . : PR e :

DAVIDHSU -
" Chief of Gr’zi_ir‘imgtsgétion ' ' '

(213)977-6329

o E;pio;gﬁcﬁm"l‘cchﬁoiogi‘gs. ihc_.
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APPENDIX D

h)

x|lr Exploration Technologies, Inc.

3698 Westchase Dr. « Houston, Texas 77042 « (713; 785-0393 » FAX {713} 785-1550

. ATTACHMENT 10
January 31, 2001

Mr. David Hsu

Chief, Gradirg Section

City of Los Angeles

Degt. cf Building anc Safety
201 North Figueroa Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2827

Dear David:

We have reviewed the proposed plar for the methane prevention, detection and - mpnitoring
systems from Methane Specialist anc COM, as defined in their report of January 30th, 2001 and
outlined oy their matrix table "METHANE SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS." and find that the proposed
systems meet our recommencations, provided that the systems meet, or exceec all detail

specifications as required by Departmer:t of Buiiding and Safety.

One of the proposed methane prevertion systems, the subsurface venting for. the. Level lll areas
which overiay the methane sot gas anomales, 1s currently.in.the research and design stages.. The
subsurface venting system, which primarily targe:s the 50-foot gravel aguifer, provides a necessary
leve! cf protection. suppiementing the building systems. for development of the Level 1il areas.
Building in Leve! lIl areas is coningent upon a functional subsurface vening system o the
sausfactior: of the Departmen: of Building and Safety in consultation with the peer review team.

If you have ary gquestions or reguire adctiona; information, please contact me.

Smc:_ere_iy. _ o
Exoplorauon Technologies. Inc.

Lo IR el L/ -
) A oNeas b
Victor T_yo’ncs. M. PR D
Peer Reaviewer for LADBS
Presidert. Exploratior: Techroiog:es. inc.

A I AT S VATAYINLANLANYY ' L
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE
APPENDIX E
Date:  October 24, 2000
To: Ronald F. Deaton, Attention: Barbara Garr/u Analyst
Chief Legislative Analyst _ | ‘///
From: Vitaly B. Troyan. P.E. By: ael P. Brom(mfg%r’_"\_

City Engineer Geotechnical Engmcenng lesxou )

Subject: PLAYA VISTA - INVESTIGATION OF PO'I'ENTIAL OIL FIELD SUBSIDENCE
Pera request from your office, attached are the results of the survey of the Playa Vista area.

The survey was performed by the Bureau of Engineering’s Survey Division in Octobcr 2000 The
survey recorded the current elevations of benchmarks in the area and compared them to the
elevations of those same benchmarks in 1975, 1980. and 1985. These elevations were adjusted
using a National Geodetic Survey (NGS) benchmark as the baseline. Not all of the benchmarks
had data for 1975 and 1980, in those cases the panial data was provided. The survey met the
‘tolerances for National Geodetic Survey, Second Order Class 11, which means that looptlosmes
were very small (8mm’s times the square 100t of the loop disunce in km). Thcrefore the's survey
was‘completed to a very high dcgrec of ¢ accuracx Thc attached suxvey rcport dcscnbcs the survcy
methods. and equipment used, in greatcr dcta:l -

. o . R A O T
The elevauon change measured in the area over the 25 year pcnod ranged from -2.66 inches
(subsidenice) 10 +0.81:inches (uplift). In order to mlcrprtt the data more’ casily our nfﬁcchas
prcparcd 2 map depicting the location of each of the' bcnchma:ks as well'as'the’ clcvalmn cha.ngc
from the carhcst av, a:lablc date. Thc map also shows thc approx:matc lumts of !.h  oil §

' lf vou ha\c any qucsnons rcgardmg uus mforrnauon plcasc contact M:chacl Mulhcm or Tcd Allen
of my s1aff a1 (213) 8474011 or (213) 847-4028. respectively.

Attachments: 1) Plava Vista Area Bench Mark Data report from BOE Survey Division
2) Playa Vista Development Survey Data Map from BOE Gcotcchmcal Dmslon

MPRAMI M A Q PROH CTivo Fae NumberPlane verdanes Fibes £ onclusions of the Survey D §DC doc



CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date: October 23, 2000

To: Vitaly B. Troyan, P. E.
City Engineer

From: érich Ziebarth, Chief Surveyor WM

Subject:  Playa Vista area Bench Mark Data

The attached spreadsheet wésprepared in response to your request for
evidence of settlement or upliftin the Playa Vista area.

Follo'Wing'is a synopsis of the_F’laya Vista area precise leveiing that the.fS-ﬁwey
Division conducted:

Initially the published primary levels through the area were identified and
leveling courses run. Additional leveling-courses were run to form ciosed ioops to
check closure tolerances. A bench mark outside the area of influence.was .~

‘needed fo establish a baseline for comparison. The bench mark seiected (#17-

105650) provided a tie into the leveling.courses done by NGS {National Gegodetic.
‘Survey)-in 1997. The leveling. procedures and methods used complied with. and
ali loop closures fell well within, the tolerances published by NGS for Second

. Order Class I! precision criteria, The Leica Digital level used was calibrated -

before’ during and after the Iev_e?ir;g courses were run. There were no anomalies

detected.

. After collecting the field data, it was adjusted using STARLEV ieast

- squares adjustment software, Finally, all bench marks were placed onithe same
reference datum because a simpie difference in published elevations of existing
bench marks between subsequent years could not be used. A'shift in the datum
used between the 1875 and 1980 level runs, and again between the 1880 and
1985 level runs, made it impossibie to do this. Therefore by placing all bench
marks on the same reference datum (NGS, 1997), the difference in elevations
will reflect any vertical movement. : '




NOTE:

o>_.>m:os.z_..ommsbzmmznxz)wx_mwomﬂzm z.)x_r_c:
TIME PERIOD AVAILABLE. IN SOME CASES THE ,.
SUBSIDENCE/UPLIFT MAY HAVE BEEN GREATER THAN THE
NUMBER SHOWN ON THE MAP FOR A PORTION OF THE TIME
PERIOD. REFER 7O THE SURVEY REPORY FOR THE PERIODIC
READINGS. IN NO CASE DID THE SUBSIDENCE EXCEED 2.66
INCHES OVER ANY TIME PERIOD MEASURED.

LEGEND:

r/ 0.80° - ELEVATION CHANGE

17-0249 - BENCHMARK NUMBER

b NO HISTORIC DATA AVAILABLE
A 1975 10 2000
© 980 T0 2000
B 1985 10 2000

PLAYA'VISTA DEVELOPMENT -

APPROX, OUTUNE AF ~.-1.86°

PLAYA DEL REY,‘ - - SURVEY DATA (1875 TO 2000)
066" nwﬁﬂ_@\ = W.O: E1200434
LT ~ FIGURE |
ol NNV e
T i ...M._. 1.45° ¢ BUREAU OF ENGINEERING
£ L% \g . GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING DIVISION
70000 -0.62" ) Tru N S .
“> g 2F N wf Date 02/07/2001
17-01000 0.02" A .unw,-ao

Y e | CADDby M.R. Checkedby T.A. Suemvisedby M.P.B,

gx/ﬂ&on_}ao e numbary\playa visto\VplonT.dwg



APPENDIX F

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date: February 26, 2001

" To: Ronald Deaton
Chief Legislative Officer

Atn.: Barbara Garrent

_ A
From:  P.J. (Mike) Michalski, Enginecring Geologist III m&z&@@

Bureau of Engineering

Subject: INTERPRETATION OF SURVEY DATA RELATING TO POTENTIAL
- SUSBSIDENCE - L
PLAYA VISTAPROJECT .. (File 96-092) WO E1200434

On October 24, 2000, the Department of Pubhc Works, Gcotcchmcalﬁngmccnng Dms:on
(GED) provided a memo describing the benchmarks used and the dcg{qc;q{ “cmjofthcdam
and map summarizing the City of Los Angeles survey data. Per your request, this memo

provides interpretation and conclusions of the data.

ERpLY

was 2.66 inches. ‘No significant or cicarly defined trend of increased subsidence with thePlaya
Del Rey Oil Field or any other specific arca was observed. " The location with the greatest-ieve)
of subsidence is an elevation marker placed on the curb of Manchester Boulevard at'the -
intersccuion of Hasungs Avenue.  Another one of the markers displaying a greater than 2-inch -
settlement 15'in a sidewalk of Lincoln Boulevard at Jefferson Boulevard, adistanceof T
approximately four-fifths of & mile from the previously-noted marker. This suggests that - -
sctilement 1s localized and may be associated with curb, sidewalk and gutier seftlement along
major streets. AT

The maximum subsidence observed a1 one location in the area over the peried from 1975 102000

Current building codes are adequate to address the minimal level of subsidence and uplift
observed in the area. There is no evidence that proposed methane mitigation measures will result
in increased potenual for subsidence 1n the area. :

If you have any questions with this review, please contact Mike Mulhem, CEG 1507, HG 306 at
(213) 847-4011 or Ted Alien. CE. a1 847-4028.

c¢: Clark Robins. Deputy City Engineer
Susan Pfann. Deputy Cuy Attomey



BUILDING AND SAFETY
COMMISSIONERS CALIFORNIA SUILDING AND SAFETY
. 201 NOATH AIGUENDA STRESS

MABEL CHANG

CHA LC5 ANGELES, CA 90012
JOYCE L. FOSTER - '
VICE-PRESIDENT ANDREW A. ADELMAN

CORINA R. ALARCON GENERAL MANAGER

ROONEY L. DIAMOND WALT KRUKOW

BILL EMALICH EXECUTIVE OFFICER
— RICHARD J. RIORDAN —_
MAYOR
December 19, 2000
_ ATTACHMENT 7
Mr. David Nelson APPENDIX G
Senior Vice. President :
Playa Capital Company
12555 W. Jefferson Bl., #300
Los Angeles, CA 90066
CURRENT REFERENCE REPORT DATE(S) OF .
REPORT/LETTER(S) . NO. DOCUMENT PREPARED BY
Review lemer - 12/07/00 ETI L
Geologic Report - 11/16/00 Davis & Namson

The referenced review leter and geologic report conccrmng an evaluation cf the subsurface
geo’logxc strucnire of the Playa Vista project site have been received by the Grading Section of the
Department -of Bmldmg and Safety.- The purpose of ‘the geologic report was to evaluate the
possibility of a Lincoln Boulevard fault, as 'posmulated in the report of April, 2000 by Exploration
Technologies, Inc. The conclusion of the report'is that no evidence was found for the postulated
Lincoln Boulevard fault. Expioration Technologies, Inc has reviewed the data and agrees thata
posnﬂawd I_mcoln Boulcvard fault that would provide a paxhway for ‘gas from the Southern

- California Co storagc ﬁcldm the Playa stm snr. is unsubstantmed Thc Dcpa.mncm accepts
these ::an\ii

Chu:f of Gﬁd.:ng Secnon
(213)977-6329 -

cc: Exploraton Technologies, Inc
Davis & Namson

B4 5SGYiRe 499
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APPENDIX H ATTACHMENT 3

— — Exploration Technologies, Inc.

3696 Westchase Dr + Houston, Texas 77042 = (713) 785-0393 = FAX (713) 785-1550

January 31, 2001

Ms. David Hsu

Chief, Grading Engincering Sccrion
Ciry of Los Angeles

Dept. of Building and Safety

201 North Fagueroa Streer

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2827

Dear David,
Plzys Del Rey Gas Storage Field and Lincoln Bivd. Fault:

As confirmed by our earher letters (December 20, 2000 V T Jopes to Ray Chan), we have completed gur
prelmunary evaluation of the regionsl soil gas dau collected over the cutire Playa Vaists site, mchuding the
locadions for 119 mfill sl gas saraples 1o complete this data ser * The regional soil gas data collected as
past of Phase I evaluations shows po evidence of major ges icakage from the Playa Dkl Rey Gas Storage
Field. 1n additop we have collected and completed evalustion of nine additional storage gas reservow
saruples taken directly from scveral of the storage and observation wells  Comparison of the chemscal and
isowpic data from these wells with the near-surface and Ballona gravel squifer gas sampies previously
snalyzed on the Playa Vista site shows that the storage £25¢s Arc not prescnt i say of the methane
anormahes observed eas of Lincoin Blvd  The gas seepage on the Plays Vists site appears to be denved
from the Pico Sands 81 depth and does not have the geocherrucal signatures characrensuc of storage gas.

Preloninary intcrprenation of the geophysical dsm from scismic profiles supponis the premuse that the
methane £33 found €ast of Lincoln s moving upward wathm a verucal zone of disrupted strata from beds of
tae Pico Formation Offsets w reflections of the seismac profile may be micrpreted 35 zones of disrupted
stata. which are likely permeable w gas  Pretunnary data teprocessing suggests the presence of low-
velocity zones (possibly duc to the presence of gas) that appear to be associsted with both the disruptred
strata and with the focation of the anomalous methane found on the Plays Visia site  Thus the near-surface
gas anomalits appear to be wusuing from fracrures or other distuptions that directly underhe the methane

" anomalwes as defined by thc s0U gas surveys  As noted o an earlier Jenter, (Victor fones to Ray Chan,
December 7, 2000) wterpretsnon of the chemical and geophysical daia does not suppont the existence of
the Lincoln Bivd Fault that was postulated to dip westward and possibly Tansect strata within the exisung
£33 swrage field. as communicated 18 vur Aprl 17, 2000 repont 10 LADBS. Thas combined geochemical
and geophyiical mformation suppons that the methane gas scepage observed on the Plays Vista site does
ot come from the Southern California Gas Storage Freld

Sincerely,
/ %
vr 4
Viwr T L PRD Gary A, Robbirs, Ph D
Peer Reviewer for LADBS Peer Reviewer for LADBS
President, Explorsnos Technologies. Inc Mapager, Tankinfo LLC

B o P00 Py e el LI IS S gy, e



Comment Letter #17 cont.

Mr. Deaton -2- April 9, 2001

Comments on Report

The Report provides a succinct and detailed summary of the significant information available for this
site. Based upon the information contained in the Report and Board staff’s own review of information
available for this site, meetings and telephone calls between Regional Board staff and various federal,
state and Jocal agencies involved with this project, Regional Board staff concur with the Report’s
conclusions that the Southern California Gas storage facility is not the source of methane found at the
‘site, that the presence of methane or other gases do not pose an unacccptable health risk (commments
regarding the evaluation of potential risk associated with the other gases is discussed in detail in
Comments on Risk Assessment below), and that there is sufficient information for the assessment of and
protection against potential health effects.associated with other gases {methane is not considered toxic
and any mitigation requirements for methane would be requued for fire and explosion prevention, as
determined by the City of Los Angeles).

Although Regional Board staﬁ' also reviewed and discussed information with other agencies regarding
the potential for subsidence and the presence of an-active earthquake fault, this was done from the
perspective of surface and groundwater resources and human health protection, Regional Board staff are

not qualified to comment on the adequacy or interpretation of information related to these issues for other
reasons.

Comments on Risk Assessxhent’

Upon receipt of your request for review and comment on the Risk Assessment, Regional Board staff
forwarded a copy of the chort (for background information) and Risk Assessment to OEHHA. -
Regional Board staff rcquestcd OEHHA review the Risk Assessnrent to evaluate the rationale,

methodology and mformanon used to calculate the potcntlal health nsks assoc:atcd w1th thc BT’EX ‘and
hydrogen sulfide gases. R -

OEHHA has completed 1ts review of thc stk Asscssmcm and concur thax the rationale, methodo’logy and
information used to calculate the potential health risks associated with BTEX and hydrogcn sulfide gases
is reasonable and conservative. Therefore, Regional Board staff concurs with the Report’s conclusion
that “... Potential health risks...are below the benchmarks established by the regulatory agencies to-
mdxcatc insignificant risk, with no further investigation or remediation warrantcd chmnal Board staff -
will continue to review and analyze additional mformanon, as needed, to ensure the protection of human
health and the environment. A wnttcn copy of OEHHA s review will be forwarded to you.

Please call me at (213) 5766737 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

5 gohn Gcrochj

Associate Engineering Geologist
Site Cleanup Unit I

California Environmental Protection Agency
***The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption*=*
***For a list of simple ways 1o reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see the tips ar: hetpiwww.swreb.ca.govinews/echallenge. him{***

QJ Recycled Paper
Qur mission is to preserve and enhance the quality of California s waier resources Jfor the benefit of present and future generations.



Comment Letter #17 cont

Office of Environmental Health Hazard| Assessment

Joaa E. Denton, Ph.D., Director _

Headquarters 1001 I Street ¢ Sacramento. Californiz 959

Malling Address: P.Q. Box 4010 » Sacramento, Coliforniz 953

Oaklagd Office » Mailing Address: 1515 Cluy Street, 16™ Floor « Oaklund

Californig 93612

S,

Winstan H, Hickiox MEMO RAND UM Gray Davis
Agency Sacraiary (iaverngr
TO: John Geroch ,
Cslifornia' Regional Water Quality Control Baard
Los Angeles Region :
320 West 4™ Strect, Suite 200

. Los Angcles, California 90013

VIA: James C. Carlisle, D.V.M., Chi
Applied Risk Assessment Unit

FROM: . 'Jlﬂioksa,ﬁnﬂégphl).._:Bfochcm.D. 4
~ Hazardous Waste Toxicology Sccti :

DATE: Apri! 9, 2001

SUBJECT:  REVIEW OF THE HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMEN]
DEVELOPMENT, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA r

Upon the réquest of the' Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control B}
reviewed the document entitled “Human Health Risk Assessment, Playa Vista
Angeles, California™ (hereinafter the Report) prepared by Kleinfelder, Inc., arig
dated February 6, 2001. 1 alsoteviewed the additional requested information
April 3, 2001 by Scott Dwyer to John Geroch, describing the procedure for thé
of the soil concentration of the contaminants.. R S

Vmﬂcamn afmpm'dm and owutput resuits

The ﬁ'slfziisscs:s_#ne‘ﬁt‘p@a_rcdmby.l(leinfddcz is rnsonabi_c and be!iévcd

heath, Some information is not explicitly explained, such as the caiculations 1

# and associated sk
1998) described in the

Step 1. Results of soil &as sampling and analysis from three reports conducted

_ BCTOSS the
Playa Vista Site in 1999 and 2000 were compiled and the data were statisticall

Teduced and analyzed.

California Environmental Protection Agency
The enerpy chalipape Saciny Caolifornls is reat. Every Callfornian needs 1o take immediate action 1
ﬁ Frinted on Recycled Paper

Y T T T Tl T T oot

986208 "d SBBRAs9 £12:01 JTiacrecTa R e -



Comment Letter #17 cont.

John Geroch
April 9, 2001
Pape 2

Results of maxinmum and average values for the contaminants of potential corgern cxpressed as soil gascs
(in ppmv) reported in Appendix B are:

Appendix B - Summary of Soil Gas Survey Analytical Results.

Concentration Benzene | Tolucne | Ethylbenzene | w-, p- o-Xylenc | H,S
Xvlene

Maximum, ppmv | 3.85 5.09 1.50 3.12 1.39 41

Average, ppmv 0.24 - 0.18 0.29 025 016 0.11

Step 2. Results from the tnble above expressed as concentration in seil g2s (infppmv) were converted to
conccotration in air (in u_g/m’), and the results presented in Table 2-2 - Sourdp Vapor Concentrations for

~ the Chemicals of Concern, The conversion was donc using the following exprilssion and assuming
normal conditions for the contaminant:

pg/m’ = (1part/10° parts) x (MW, g/mol) x (1 mol/22.4 L) x 10° pgrg) l (10° Lim’)

The results of this comicrs:'ém are;

Table 2.2 - Source Vapor Concentrations for the Chemicals of Conccm |

Concentration | Benzeac | Toluenc Ethylbenzene { m-p- |l | 0:Xvicne |[H,S

. o | _{ Xylene 1

Meximum, py/m® | 12,300 19095 6530 13,580 6,043 57.148
(13,0000 | (21,0000 | (7,100) (15,000) |l | (6,600) | (62,000)

Average, pp/m® | 766 0.18 0.29 ez flieae 0.11

Results shown in parenthesis are those from this reviewsr and found to bafin reasonable agreement.

Step 3. In a third step, the Johnson and Ettinger model is typically used 0 estinfate the magnitude of the
migration of VOC contaminants from subsurface soil through = building foundaions and into the indoor
respirable air. The Johnson and Ettinger model however requires soil concentrabions expressed in neke
as input, and as shown before, the available concentrations in soil gas were in ug/m’. To resolve this
_problem, the authors used the Johnson and Entinger mode! in a “backwards™ mofle for calculating the

source svil concentration that would result in the source vapor concentrstion (infip/m?) csleulated in
step 2.

SO CRA " ot CRGARTA CT3 M| JTtTiasieoTs B )
AV ™

MY -TT TCATI_TT _ ddl



Comment Letter #17 cont.

John Geroch
April 9, 2001
Page 3

Since the model is written as a spreadshceet, it is possible to test values
approach. Values of soil concentration (Cy, ng/kg) were entcred as input val
“Source vapor concentration, Cous, in ug/m’) showed the same values in Ta

ing 2 “trial-and-crror”
s unti} cell No. 15,
e2-2.

Results of concentration of contaminants in soil (in pug/kg) used in the
In several tables in Appendix A.

Appendix A - Johnson and Ettinger Mode! Spreadshects

k assessment are reported

Concentration | Benzene | Tolucac ‘Ethylbenzene | m-, p- - o-Xylenc | H,§

: Xyleac - R
Average, yg/kg | 1.52 2041 28.15 §8.5 39.6 {243
Maximum, pg/kg | 243 576 5.45 715 456 | 00654

Step 4. Cancer risk and hazard estimates associated with the soil concentatiog were then calculated by
the Johnson and Ettinger model for each input data, The estimated Lifetime E¥tra Cancer Risks
associated with long-term exposure to benzene using soil gas data from the Pl a Vista site. and using the.
Johnson and Ettinger model for subsurface vapor intrusion into buildings are sflown in the table below:

| Benzeae soil data and risk ‘estimates

Estimated " ' Maximum soil concentration:

| Estim 24.3 pg/kg
mput data, K N g
1Cp Average soil_,concmnzt_ipp; . 152 pg/ke
Source vapor concentration, Maximum soil gas concentration: 23E+04 pp/m?
- Average soil concentration: 66E+02 pp/m’

Infinite source building
concentration, Chauding

Maximum indoor air concentration: T1E-03 pg/m®

| Average indoor air concentration: OSE-04 pg/m?
Incremental risk from vapor Associated with maximum concentrati 1.2E-07
intrusion to indoor air, . _
carcinogen Associated with average concentration 7.2£-09

CUACA , bLAGR * COMMRROO CTTMA L ] T T Temm T mE s e N



Comment Letter #17 cont,
John Gc-rof.h
April $, 2001
Page 4

Results are for a soil screening risk assessment, using either the maxim
concentration of benzene appearing in the Report. Standard default values w
and physico-chemical properties as well as exposure fuctors. These values w
conservative for the potential exposure scenarios that could oceur at the
Playa Vista site.

1 or the average
e used for all migration
verified and are

The Repurt endorses the ¢limination of low frequency detected contumi :
assessment, and cites the U.S, EPA Risk Asscssment Guidance for Superfund §
Evaluation Manual, Part A’- Baseline Risk Assessment (December 1989) as rd
elimination of contaminants for consideration in a risk assessment based on Ie
detecticn frequency of chemicals among all analyzed samples is unsupported fr contamimation problem
of the scale such as Playa Vista. Low positive detection frequencies are typic:flly found in contamination
problems involving extensive areas.and relatively low severity of contaminatidn. Also pleasc consider
the following situations: = E T '

pots from the risk

RAGS), Human Health

erence. Preliminary |
than 5% positive

(a) A soil surface area that has not been fully characterized for contamiz
ingppropriate sampling strategy. For example, if a grid with cells too Iz
sampling plan, this \n;ould decrease the probability of locating or generat
resulting in a false négative presence of hot spot. This source of potentia
by conducting spatial-distribution analysis.

kion as aresult of an

l- were selected for the
g “hits” for a hot spot,

or should be analyzed

(b) Groundwater samples collected from various monitoring wells (MW} and the resuits coliected
over time and/or overdocations (space) are pooled. For example, results Bollected on a certain date
showed that few positives were from one single MW; although this contdmination is real, according
to the “low frequencycriteria” the results would be wrongly eliminated. [['his is an unsupported
decision, and a spatial analysis is recommended. If contamination levelskre monitored over time, it
is possible that the jevels may change over time. If one or more MWs shijw decreasing or
increasing levels over time, elimination of this information would be a s

; pous error. In situations
such as these, a temporsl trend apalysis is warranted to determine whethol concentrations are
related to time,

Ido not agree with a generic assumplion regarding the low frequency crifria as described in
RAGS, in particular if elimination is done without considering the numerical vatues and spatial and
temporal considerations, For a site as large as Playa Vista Development, where very large number of
samples have been collected and analyses done, professional judgment is criticl. A frequency of 5% of §47- 1
1,155 samples is equivalent to 58 sesults, snd-climination of 58 results would-b unacceptable. I concur
with the authors regarding the inclusion of the entire data set as done in this Regprt, approach that

provides a degree of conservatism to balance some of the uncertainties associatdfl with the risk
assessment.

906598 " d S208EEIY £i2:0L FRWEC =Y Ealny = HeTt SEMMTLINHS GTITT TEeD-TT - XHL
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Comment Letter #17 cont.

John Geroch
April 9, 2001
Page 5

Review Sumrmary

The approach used by Kleinfelder to estimate health risks associated wi
soil gas at the Playa Vista Redevelopment site is reasonable, The model used
vapor inttusion of contaminants into buildings is widely used in migration anu
conservative model. The maximum concentration of benzene 24.3 pefky soil,
for the next 30 years, and the associated indoor air concentration is assumed it
outdoor air conditions such as wind, temperature, precipitation, or barometric
number of highly conservative assumptions were used, such as frequency (35
duration (30 years), for 24 hours a day, 8 house built exactly above the point o
concentration, and a ninnber of other assumptions related to the toxicity charas

the chemicals detected in
estimate the subsurface
sis and is recognized us a
assumed to be constant

YS peT year) and
maximum benzene
erization of benzéne. The
inecring control .
tated with exposyre to
fecquence, most likely

: X values by more than an
ordet of magnitude abave those found on site, it is my oprnion that cancer riskfjare expected to be below:
levels of biological significance. ( o

Respectiully submitted. .

Lt S Y S e T R
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| ”}@ §ﬁ{| ” $@ Commnt Lattr #15

6202 Vista del Mar, Apt. #253
Playa del Rey, CA 90293

Telephone: (310) 745.2802
Email: mailto:lictiefaith@mediaone.net
Web page: h ople.we.medinone. ittlefajth

April 7, 2001

Barb Garrett :

Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst
200 N. Main Street, Room 512 '
Los Angeles, CA 90012

_Dear Ronald F. Deaton:

My family and i are residents of Piaya del Rey, and we have examined the
report prepared by your office regarding potential risk factors at the Playa

Vista Development Site. Our comments are as follows!

1) It is unacceptable that so much 'of the fact-finding comes from . - f19- 1
consultants hired by the development company.. Although city
officials have.reviewed the information, it is easy for the studies to
‘be skewed by design, one-sided research to'be presented.. . -

2) There seemed to be a lot of focus on finding the source of the
methane. ' It seems to be that'thermogenic sources of methane are
MORE difficult to mitigate and predict than leaks from-Human
activity there. The letter from ET1 {Appendix H).states “Thus: the ;

-:nearﬂsudacé.gasanqmaﬁgs@ppegr 1o be issuing from fractures or 19- 2
other disruptions that directly underlie the methane anomalies...*
Even if the "Lincoln Blvd. Fault” does not exist, is there not still a
chance that.quakes from nearby faults could cause gasses trapped
within the disrupted-strata‘to ‘move-rapidly to the surface? In this
situation, what level of mitigation can possibly be considered

- sufficient? . S e

3) | Given that there exists high levels of natural methane which aff
parties agree must be mitigated, it would make sehse to focus
more attention on the mitigation techniques. According to the 19- 3
letter from ET1 (Appendix D), the proposed methane prevention
systemn, the subsurface venting system, is still under research and
design.  We must see the results of this research before deciding

whether the system is truly safe. '

4} The reports regarding subsidence are impressive records of history. 19- 4
How does it predict future subsidence when the ground will be
compacted by heavy new construction?” - ' o

" Page 1 of 2



Comment Letter #19 cont,

Thanks for recording our comments, and we hope that you will recommend
a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report to be prepared before allowing
any more bulidozing to occur in this Sensitive Environmental Area, While
the methane problems are serious and disturbing, what's more disturbing is
that this development is continuing against the will of the people in the
community, and it will fill in one of the last open spaces available to lLos
Angelinos within the city, destroying an important habitat that can still been 19- 5
preserved for all the species that depend on it. This is poor use of public
money in the form of bonds or any other assistance. We would like to see
your report emphasize the uncertainties that still exist and seek to find truth,
rather than the statements of Playa Vista’s own consultants designed to
mislead and pacify an angry pubilic.

Thank you,

I ~ o

Faye Ku, David Cook, and Sage Cook (6 months)

Page 2 of 2



Comment Letter #20

Aprit 8, 2001 - RELEIVED

- CLA
Attention: Barb Garrett : _
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 01 APR 1O AMIL: L
City of Los Angelés '

200 N. Main St., Room 512
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern for CF District No. 4 Playa Vista
Development '

Dear Ms. Garrett
Please accept this letter as my public comments in regards to the above referenced investigation.

| found the objectivity of the study to be highly questionable for the following reasons: '

1. First the “Stepped Study Design” appeared to rely heavily on past studies or studies that were recently
completed. Since most of the data produced by past studies was produced by consuitants hired by
Playa Vista, the data is highly subjective since the developer has a prejudiced interest in hiring a
consultant that will produce date that is favorable for the development to occur. This is a ¢lear conflict - 120~ °
of interest and undermines the reports conclusions.

2. The "Stepped Study Design" also predetermined that no scenario could exist that would render the site
unsuitable for development. This is the same fiawed and subjective methodology that resulted in the -

city's approval fo build on the contaminated Beimont Learning Center site. The Stepped Study implied

that there would be feasible mitigation for any and all “areas of concerm™ regardless of the range of data
for the areas of concern. This implies a heavily biased and subjective outcome before the data was even
analyzed. :

" There was a company or person, called Kieinfeider, whose opinion influenced this investigation. Who or :
what is Kleinfleder? |s this a Cafifornia corporation, a sole proprietorship or a freelance consuitant? 120- ¢
Kieinfelder has no credibiiity to comment on this report unless the CLA can provide additional information to .
validate its reputation in analyzing methane samples. '

After reviewing Figure 2.1 Methane Concentrations, | was astounded to learn that under Section 23 City
Review, Conclusions and Mitigations, that the city appears to believe that a mitigation system actually
exists that will function in an environment that contains methane concentrations above 150,000 ppmv within 20~ 3
an aquifer that fies only 20 ~ 30 feet below the surface. This assumption is speculative at best, considering
that if such a mitigation system existed it would have been instalied at Belmont years ago.

One enormous flaw with this analysis is that far too much of the data was produced by consuitants
or specialists hired or paid for by Playa Vista. Such data has very littie credibility considering the 20- 4

enormotus stake and financial interest that Playa Vista Capitat has in eliminating or concealing any issues,
which would jeopardize its investment.

I strongly disagree with the CLA's conclusion that the methane contamination can be safely mitigated and
will not pose a significant health risk to workers and inhabitants on the project site. Such a careless and - 20- 5
speculative conclusion will pose a significant liability to the taxpayers of the City of Los Angeies for knowingly

placing resident's in harms way.

Los Angeles, CA 90066
310-390-2064



Comment Letter #24

. e[ Michael M. De La Terre
- REUL tt‘; £ Governmensal Affairs Mesager
e
Gas .
April 9, 2001
|
:onbem California
as Company
Ronald F. Deaton
Chief Legislative Analyst e
200 N. Main Street 90013-1011
Los Angeles, CA 90012
) Mailigg Address:
RE: C1ty Investigation of Potential Issues of Concem for Community B;jzfzccf i
Facilities District No. 4 Playa Vista Development Project - 900513249
Dear Mr. Deaton: ' el 213 244-2545

fax 213 2444997

The Gas Company is pleased that your findings verify what nearly 60 years of
operatlon, studies and analysis have revealed

o Thereis no evidence of gas seepage from the storage ﬁeld

e Thereis no significant or clearly defined trend of mcreased Surface _
subsidence. —

¢ The postulated Lincoln Boulevard Fault's existence 1s not supported
by any mdence. -

o The risk from an earthquake causing laroe volumes of stomge gas to
escape is unsupported by the evidence.

The Gas Company looks forward to providing any further information that
you require in this matter. - N

Sincerely,

WMM, @a}f J)m Vd

Michael De La Torre



CALIFORNIA
CONSERVATION

801 K STREET
SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA
85814

PHONE
916/322-1080

FAX
916/445-0732

TOD
'816/324-2555%

INTERNET
consrv.ca.gov

GRAY DAVIS
GOVERNOR

Comment Letter #22

DEPARTMENT OF CONSEERVAEIO N
STATE OF CALIFORNGLA A

01 APR I3 M111: 18

April 6, 2001

Mr. Ronaid F. Deaton
Chief Legislative Analyst
Room 512, City Hal

200 N. Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject City of Los Angeles Investigative Report on Community Facilities
District'No: 4 Playa Vista Development Project, Prepared by -
Office of the Chief Legisiative Analyst - :

Dear Mr. Deaton:

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal -
Resources (Division) has reviewed the subject report received under .
cover letter dated March 12, 2001. The Division supervises the drilling,
maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of oil, gas and geothermal
wells in Califomia.  We offer the following comments on the report for your
consideration. ',_ o

The Division concurs with the report that theré is no indication that
methane seepage within the project area is from the Playa Del Rey gas
storage reservoir. However, the Division has not determined that the
shallower Pico Sands are the source of the methane gas seepage either.

Determining-the adequacy of the proposed methane mitigation measures

- for the project is beyond the Division's authority. ‘However, the Divisior

recommends that plugged and abandoned wells always be vented if
structures are to be built over or in proximity of them, '

Finally, the City’s Planning Department should verify that building plans
have undergone Division review prior to the start of construction. To
ensure that the proper review is conducted, the Division informational
packet, Construction Project Site Review and Well Abandonment
Procedure, is available to planners and developers. The publication
outlines the information a project developer should submit to the Division

for review. The site review packet is available from the Division's Cypress
district office.

22- 1

22- 2




| Comment Letter #22 cont.

Mr. Ronald F. Deaton
April 9, 2001
Page 2

Thank you for the opportunity to review the report. 1f you have questions on our
comments, or require technical assistance or information on oil and gas rescurces,
please contact David Sanchez or Richard Baker at the Cypress district office: 5816
Corporate Avenue, Suite 200, Cypress, California 90630-4731; or, phone-

(714) 816-6847. If you have other questions you may contact me at (916) 445-8733.

enneth E. Tro

Environmental Coordinator

cc; David Sanchez
Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resourws Cypress

Linda Camplon :
Division of Oil, Gas and Geo'mermal Resouroes Sacramento



Comment Letter #23

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERMATION
STATE OF CALIFORNTAD

a 01 MNAY 17 °H 429
CALIFORNIA

DIVISION OF 'May 11, 2001

MINES & GEOLOGY

Ene Barb Garrett o

801 K STREET . Office of Chief Legislative Analyst
MS 12-32 512 City Hall

SACRAMENTO 200 N. Main Street

i Los Angeles, CA 90012

PHONE

i6/324-732e Dear Ms. Garrett:
FAX e . _
916/322-4765 . L

| have completed my review of the November 16, 2000 fault mvestlgatlon

TDD report by Davis and Namson for the Playa Vista site.” This‘letteris an
916/324-2555 addendum to-my letter toyou dated March 30, 2001 .in‘which ' concurred
INTERNET with the Davis and Namson and Earth Consuiting Intemational {July 25,
consrv.ca.gov 2000) reports’ conclusion that there was no evidence'to 'suppoﬁ the

saw existence of the'proposed*Lincoin Boulevard™ faiiit. <This letter- addresses
GRAY DAVIS the offshore geophysical investigation contained in the Davus and
GOVERNOR Namson report

Davis and Namson subcontracted with Dr. D. Francis and Dr. M. Legg to
conduct an offshore geophysical survey designed to address the possible
fault-controlled nature of the east-northeast-striking bluffs just south-of the
Playa Vista property. Although no evidence of fauiting was revealed in
the vicinity of the bluffs, two minor features were interpreted by Francis
and Legg as faults F1 and F2. These short, northeast-striking inferred
faults were not shown {0-extend on land to the .northeast. However, the
evidence both for the features interpreted as faults and for their iack of
continuity on shore was poorly documented in the Davis and Namson
report. Subsequent conversations with T. Davis led to a meeting on April
17, 2001. At this meeting, attended by T. Davis, D. Francis, M. Kennedy,
M. Reichle, and this writer, the original geophysical evidence was
examined and additional published documentation was evaluated.

Based on this meeting, the following observations can be made:

» The existing data is equivocal and does not permit a definite
interpretation. The features may or may not be faults.



Comment Letter #23 cont.

Ms. Barb Garrett
May 11, 2001
Page 2

« Equally piausibie explanations for the apparent vertical separation of seismic
reflectors imaged in seismic lines 3 and 9 indlude intra-formatiohal faults
(sedimentary consolidation features) that are not seismogenic, or normail
depositional features characteristic of fluvial {river) depositional environments.
These would not pose a significant seismic hazard to the site.

« [f these features are faults:

» The interpretation by Francis and Legg that the lack of oontmulty of seismic
reflectors imaged above 300 feet (umboorn lines 3 and 9)is evrdenoe of faults
1 and F2is not compellmg :

+ [mage resolution is not sufﬁc:lent to state that proposed fault- F1 does riot™
contlnue east of seismic survey hne 11

o Additional seismic survey technlques (sparker selsmlc refiection sur ey) C
“imaged unfaulted reflectors at depths‘between 300 and’ 2, 000‘feet. 'Elther
proposed fault F1 is confined to latest Pleistocene and Holocene deposlts and
does not offset older sedlmentary deposuts or the total geolog:c dtsplacement

_ of proposed fault Fiis limited 1o eaﬂy to mld Holooene hme whléh |s an
extremeiy unhkely hypoﬂwesns Lo ;

PO

Followmg |e a summary of the oﬁshore geophysroal survey data

The mterpretatnon ‘of postulated faults F1 and F2 is based on unlboom selsmlc imes
3 and‘g “The uniboom seismic reflection _survey was used to 1mage geo'loglwl Sl
features to a'depth of about 100 meters. A reflectorimaged in uniboomline 3 can
be interpreted to be vertically displaced by about 3 meters (F1). However, the ™
reflector is poorly imaged over a distance of about 43 meters, so it is not possible to
asoertam fault geometw if the mterpreted feature is a fault. Therefore it could have
a near vertical dip, or postulated fault F1 could dip as shallow as about 5°.
Postulated fault F1 is very poorly defined in uniboom fine 9 and the refiector-is not
clearly detectable. *Evidence for the proposed fault F2 is not convincing and no
sense or amount of displacement can be interpreted.

The feature interpreted as fault F1 is confined only to the imaging of the uniboom
survey (upper 100m). The sparker seismic refection surveys extend to a depth of
about 600 meters (2000 feet). Significantly, continuous refiectors are imaged where
F1 should extend. Therefore, the reflectors are not vertically displaced within the
resolution of the sparker imaging, which is about 3-5 meters. This means that either
the feature interpreted as fauit F1 is not a fault, or that the total geologic
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displacement is less than the image resolution of the sparker survey.. -Sedimentary
rocks at a depth of about 1200 feet (360m) probably belong to the Upper Pico
Formation (about 1.6 million years oid, based on oil well data documented-in Davis
and Namson). Assuming that F1 is a fault with up to 3 % m of vertical separation, a
geologic slip rate of about 0.3 — 0.4mmJyr is inferred if the fault offsets the |
15,000yr/6,000yr unconformity. If a constant rate of displacement has occurred i in
the past 500,000 years, then 180m of total vertical displacement should have -
occurred. This amount of vertical displacement should be apparent on. the deeper
_-sparker surveys, but is not. It is: remotely possible that. proposed fault F1 is very
young and all of its displacement has occurred i in.Holocene time, thus preciuding its

being imaged in the deeper sparker seismic reflection surveys. However, this
possibility is considered extremely. unlikely. .

Onshore bedrock geology does not mdtcate a contanuous fau!t zone along a
northeasterly strike. .Minor bedrock faults along a northeast trend s similar: to
postu(atedfault F1 were interpreted b yMetzner (1935) and Hodge
confi ned 1o below the Upper ‘Bentonite Marker (Upper. Repetto Fm.-aboli
million years. old) These faults are. less than about 2DOQIeet}ongvandt ve the
opposﬁe sense of verhm] dlsplacement What BJntereS’tlng, _ “
significant, is that the fallts mterpreted as offsettmg ;sc?{lst baseme ;:odss are very
short. The configuration of the top of the schist as depicted by Metzner and Hodges
has a NW trending ridge. The short faults mapped by Metzner and Hodges do not
cross this ridge, but instead seem to radiate from the ridge. ;lhls | ests.anl e
altemnative interpretation that the "faults are not faults but perhaps paleo ‘team
,channels oF othemrregulanhes in-the schist. surface Limr mapplr;‘g_gyal-;eﬁsmter oy
(1985) showed short, minor faults oftsettmg the sehlst basement D

3 alonga . -
s:gmﬁcanﬂy different stnke These. MINor faults.did not offsetihe.l.)pper Bentoglx&

Marker, ;

In conciusaon the offshore seismic surveys if the Daws and N“amson report'a
mconduswe with respect to. demonstratmg that the features’ xdentlﬁed as faults. F1
and F2 are seismogenic structures Proposed fault F1is best lmaged on unlboom

seismic.line 3. Here a refiector is apparently verncally dlSplaced (down to the nprth)
about 4msec (about 12 feet or 3.6 meters). However, the imaging s not of sufficient

resolution to determine dip angle and the distance between the possible correlation
of reflectors across this interpreted structure is about 43m. Therefore, the dip angle
is unconstrained between 80° and 5°. The unconstrained dip and the observation
that the fault does not extend into older geologic rocks allows altemnative
explanations for the apparent offset of the reflector seen in uniboom seismic line 3.
One altemative explanation is that F1 and F2 are intra-formational fauits that are
caused by the rapid deposition and consolidation of latest Pleistocene and Holocene
fluvial deposits associated with the rise in sea level at the end of the Pleistocene



Comment Letter #23 cont.

Ms. Barb Garrett
- May 11, 2001
Page 4

Epoch. Additional plausible explanations are that the apparent offset of the
reflectors imaged in uniboom seismic lines 3 and 9 is due to lateral facies changes
(changes in the type of sedimentary deposits) that are very common within fluvial
depositionat environments, or represent discrete stream channel margins. .
Therefore, it is uncertain to what extent these offshore features, which have been

interpreted- by D. Francis and M. Legg as faults F1 and F2, contribute to the onshore
hazard of the Playa Vista site.

if you have any further questlons call me at (916) 323-9672 or e-matl me at
bbryant@consrv ca.gov. - .

Slncerely,

I &)
William A. Bryant, CEG 1554
‘Program Manager, Active Faults

cc. J. Davis, State Geologlst
M. Reichle
M. Kennedy
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RECEIVEL
C A
01 APR 11 Py ):2g
March 27, 2001
Ms. Barb Garrett
Legislative Analyst

200 N. Main Street, Room 512
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: City Investigation of Potentia! Issues of Concern for Community Facilities
District No. 4, Playa Vista Development Project

- Dear Ms. Garrctt

I am submltung these commernits on thc Report of the above-referenced investigation. T
want to-'commend the Office of the Chief Legislative-Analyst forits thoroughness and-for

.~ its attention to detaJl and scrupuious scientific standards I ﬁnd the report 1mportant for
1WO reasons: . _

-;Fnrst, because of the results As amember of the local commumty.l -am relieved to learn
that there is no evidence of a new earthquake fauit in our community, that the Gas
Company natural gas storage facility is not leaking, that Playa Vista is not subsiding; that
the site poses no health risks, and that there are mitigation measures for any methane
detected on the site.

_ _Second, asa long-umr, Playa sztavsupponer I want to see the pro_;ect move forward. ‘
Thope t that your Report allows us to-put the issues investigated -behind us once and for all
- and that we will-finally see the realization of a project that creates community, stimulates

economic dcvclopmem, and undertakes the much-needed restoration of the Ballona ..
Wetlands.

Thank you for your consjde(aﬁon.

| Smcerely,

;f%% 77
Mw Bid#2
o lver Cry CA 90230

Cuty




RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECIEVED

Comment Letter #1: Howard Hackett, Past President Del Rey Homeowners

1-1

Comments noted.

Comment Letter #2: Alfredo Urso

2-1

2-3

2-4

2-5

The health risk assessment (HRA) completed by Kleinfelder (“Human Health Risk
Assessment Playa Vista Development, Los Angeles, California,” February 6, 2001) for
benzene, toluene, ethylbeneze, and xylene (BTEX) and hydrogen sulfide emissions (HzS) at
the Playa Vista Developmient site indicates that BTEX emissions at the site present an
insignificant health risk (see Report Section 5). The potential health mmpacts of BTEX and
H2S were assessed using very.conservative assumptions, including the assumptions that the
highest levels of BTEX found at the site enter a residence (a closed space with limited air
dispersion and individuals exposed were present at the residences 24-hours a.day, 350 day
a year for 30-years). The proposed methane mitigations would further reduce the potential
health risks associated with soil and groundwater contamination. ‘The HRA ‘has been
reviewed by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
(LARWQCB) and the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) (see Comment Letter #17) and those agencies indicate that the HR Ais reasonable
and conservative. The LARWQCB is the lead agency for soil and : groundwater

contamination at the site. The remediation process will:ensure that site conditiéns_ arc ._Sa.'fe :

for proposed nses. om0 et TRt LuEe s R,
All structures to be built at the Playa Vista Development site will meet or exceed City and
state code requirements. Building code requirements, including ‘the designated - methane
mitigation system, accommodate unique site characteristics:’ such*as soil type ‘ard*load
capacity, depth to groundwater; seismic" zones, -and ‘méthane fassions, 6 ensuré‘the
structural integrity-of constructed facilities. e T T

Wetland issues are outside the scope of the Report. The Envi;pn;nentg! Impact Report (EIR)
(EIR No. 90-0200(CY(CUZ)(CUB), State Clearinghouse No."900105 10) for Phase I of Playa
Vista Project was certified in May 1993. Wetland issues and required mitigation measures
are detailed in the Biotic Resources Section, Section V. D, of that EIR. In addition, weétland
issues are regulated and overseen by the state and federal agencies. The Draft EIR for Phase
I of the Playa Vista Project is under preparation and will address Wetland issues associated
with the Phase I project area. Persons interested in being notified of the release of the Draft

EIR for Phase Il of the Playa Vista Project should contact the Planning Department at (213)
580-5266. ' -

Development activities undertaken at the Playa Vista Development site are in compliance
with the laws, rules, and regulations governing such activities.

Comment noted. See also Responses to Comments 5-2 and 5-5.
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Comments noted.

A Comment.Letier #3: Debra-Lynne Terrill

3-1

3-3

Construction projects at the Playa Vista Development site are not anticipated to change
subsurface methane migration patterns. The methane gas prevention and detection systems
to be installed under building foundations allow for the collection and diversion of the soil
gases, directly below the building, through vent pipes. In essence, this prevention and
detection system allows the methane to “freely escape” upwards.

The recommended methane mitigations have several levels of protection to ensure public
safety. All methane mitigation levels require methane prevention systems, methane detection
systems, and methane monitoring requirements. These comprehensive measures assure that
methane is properly mitigated, is monitored to ensure the effectiveness of the miti gations

over time, and provide for contingency plans in the unlikely event that high methane levels
are detected within a structure.. : :

The City. requires that a site-specific geotechnical report be - completed prior to the
construction of any structure to ensure that any specific site-condifions are appropriately _
addressed in structure design. As discussed above in Response to Commént 2-2, all
structures built in the City must meet or.exceed City and state code requirements. Building
code requirements, including the designated methane mitigation system, accommodate
unique site characteristics, such as soil type and load capacity, depth to groundwater, seismic

-.zonges, and methane emissions, to ensure the structuralintegrity of constructed facilities, All

structures built:at the Playa Vista Development site will comply with such standard City
practices and processes. : . T

Among the design alternatives which can be used to address soil type and load capacity,
depth to groundwater, and seismic zones, are pilings and grade'beams, mat foundations, and

stone columns. Piles and stone columns and the impermeablé membrane reqmred as

methane mitigaﬁon can be “sealed” to accommodate methane mitigation systems. Stone
columns and driven piles densify the soil surrounding them, decreasing soil porosity and

‘permeability. In addition, other elements of the methane prevention system, ‘such as vent

pipes and:grayel layers, will dilute and vent any methane gas; mihimizing the amount of gas
that can accumulate underneath the methane barrier. ' ' i

Figure 2.1 only presents methane levels at the 4 foot level, as the methane concentrations at
that depth were most pertinent to establishing the appropriate level of methane miti gations.
However, many types of gas surveys were conducted to study the issue of methane and other
gases on the site: including approximately 2,000 four-feet gas samplings to identify the
methane concentration levels; surface flux surveys to measure the amount of gas seeping to
the surface; deep vent well measurements to measure the amount of gas venting from the 50-

ft. gravel aquifer; and several studies to identify the geclo gic conditions beneath the surface
and to determine the characteristics of the aquifer.
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3-5

3-7

3-8

3-9

Earthquakes are a substantial concem for all development within the southern California
region. Building codes have been developed to address, to the maximum extent practicable,
structural issues associated with earthquake events. There is no evidence to suggest that
methane emissions at the Playa Vista Development site would be altered as a result of an

carthquake and therefore create a risk-different than that currently identified and mitigated.

Table 2-1 of the ‘“Methane Sampling Data Assessment Playa Vista Development, Los
Angeles, California,” February 7, 2001 prepared by Kieinfelder, Inc. summarizes the studies
in which HzS concentrations in soil gas samples were measured. The summary includes a
description of the assessment, a description of the measurements, and quality control
assurance methods utilized in the studies. The studies themselves are referenced in that
document and .contain. detailed information regarding sample locations- and sampling -
methodology. A total 1,199 soil 8as survey samples were analyzed for HzS |, with HaS being

- detected in only 1% of the samples. -

The impacts of both methane and BTEX were evaluated in the Report, refer to Sections 2 and
5, respectively. Methane is not an air toxic and is of primary concern due to its combustible
nature. These impacts are appropriately mitigated. The HRA completed by Kleinfelder
(“‘Human Health Risk  Assessment Playa Vista Development, Los Angéles, California,”
February 6, 2001) for BTEX and Hz2S considers the additive effects of benzene, toluene,
ethylbeneze, xylene, and .H2S . and - determined impacts from -such emissions to be

Iinsignificant. Also see Respense-to Comment2-1and 3-1.

. The procedures for identifying and ro-abandoning ofl wells at the Playa'Vista Development
- are .consistent with practices -statewide and overseen by the" California Department of

Conservation, Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources.

- There are only. threg wells in close proximity to where building devélopment'is proposed.
‘Piaya Vista site is currently in the process of re-abandoning these thiee wélls, in acéordance
_ with the California Department ‘of-Conservation, Division of Oil," Gas: 'and‘Ge&thermal

Resources, stringent requirements, _ -

Additionally, letters from the California Department.of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas
and Geothermal Resources dated April 2000 and May 2000, regarding the Foumtain Park
Apartments project and the Visitor Center project, state that “there are no active or
abandoned oil wells located within or in close proximity (within ten feet) of the applicant’s
plan. Therefore this project does not require further review.”

See Response to Comments 3-1 and 3-2.

Prior to the 1985 Fairfax district incident, methane mitigation code requirements were non-
existent. Afterthe development and implementation of the current mitigation measures, as
stipulated in the Los Angeles Building Code, Division 71 and Memorandum of General
Distribution (MGD) #92, including the use of vent pipes to dilute the gas migration
underneath the building, there have been no further occurrences of this type. In addition, the
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recommended methane mitigations for the Playa Vista Development site have several levels
of protection to ensure public safety. All methane mitigation levels require methane

prevention systems, methane detection systems, and methane monitoring requirements.

These comprehensive measures assure that methane is properly mitigated, is monitored to
ensure the effectiveness of the mitigations over time, and provides for contmgency plans in
the unlikely event that high methane levels are detected within a structure.

The report includes the independent review of various state agencies with specific expertise
in the areas investigated, as well as the independent review of City staff and City consuitants.
As indicated in the study design released for public review in July, 2000, to maximize
resources the City sought “regulatory and responsible regional and state agencyreview.” The
City received no comments regarding the use of public agencies as independent réviewers
during the study des1gn pubhc review penod

The Cahforma Department of: Conservanon, DlVlSlO!‘l of Mmes and Geology mdependently
reviewed all historic and recent fault related studies, (see Report Section 4; also see
Comment Letters #4 and 23). The California Department of:Conservation, Division of Oil,
Gas, and Geothermal Resources independently reviewed methane mformahon and data (see
Report Section 2.2.1; also sce Comment Letter #22).- .

The Cny contracted with K.lemfelder to perform a heath nsk assessment for BTEX and HaS

. emissions (see Report Section 5 - Klienfelder had not prev:ously workedon the Playa Vista

Developmentproject for the City, Playa Vista Capital, or any other party. The'City-also had

-Klienfelder mdependently review the:methane studies performed to date and'the: proposed

methane mitigations (see Report Section 2).

The LARWQCB and OEHHA mdependentlyrewewedthe HRA prepared byKlemfelder and
the CLA Report (see Comment Letter#l’]’) :

All methane a:nd fault related stud.les were mdependcnﬂy rewewed by Dr. Jones, I..ADBS s
“peer reviewer.” Although Dr. Jones’ contract is administered by Playa Vista Capital, Dr.
Jones takes direction from and reports to LADBS. This arrangement is not-unique to the

- Playa Vista Development Project, but is the general LADBS ‘and Planning Department
_procedure used for all development projects that warrant outside expertise. Tn fact, it was the

preliminary findings of Dr. Jones which precipitated several ‘of the development issues
investigated in the Report. Therefore, it was important that Dr. Jones review the additional
information and investigations undertaken to further investigate and resolve those issues.

City staff independently reviewed the various reports and studies generated by the various
consultants, comments and information presented by the public, and the reviews performed
by outside public agencies.

Finally, the Report was widely circulated for a 30-day pubhc review and comment period.
All technical studies were made available for public review and comment. Additional
information requested by reviewers was provided, as appropriate.



The firms and individuals contracted by Playa Vista Capital to perform various studies,
collect additional information, and evaluate data are known in their fields and respected.
Information generated by these entities was independently reviewed by state agencies,
independent consultants, City staff, and-the public as outlined above. No data or
information has been presented to support an assertion that the reports prepared by those
consultants are inaccurate.

Comment Letter #4: William Bryant, Program Manager, Active Faults, California

Department of Conservation, Division of Geology and Mines (also see
Comment Letter #23) :

Comments ndted. Also see Commcnf Lcttef #23.

Comment Letter #5: Airport-Marina Group Sierra Club, Ballona Ecosystem Education

5-1

5.2

54

Project, Grassroots Coalition, and Spirit of the Sage Council

See Response to Comments 2-1, 2-2, 3-2, 3-6, 3-9, and 5-3.

.' -The“City has undertaken sévera.l studies regarding various aspects of the Playa Vista

Development site, to ensure appropriate development standards and mitigations are
incorporated into-development and building plans. Over 1,500 soil gas samples'were taken

- 10 ensure comprehensive methane mapping-of  the site and ‘development’ of -appropriate

methane mitigation systems. Additional studies will be required as appropriate to address

- site specific conditions.as development proceeds. Alsosee Response to Commnients2-1 and

3-6. S

The mitigation measures to be taken to address the presence of methane gas at the site are

sufficient and adequate to remove any possible hazard to the residents, commercial, public,
and recreational facilities. Public entities are not liable for punitive damages. =

The n}iﬁgaﬁon measures to be 'take_n_t_o. address the presence of methane gas at the site are
sufficient and adequate to remove.any possible hazard to the residents, commercial, public,
and recreational facilities. With fespect to fiiture sales of residential units, the developers

- would .disclose information relating to methane-gas which they are legally required to
disclose. There is no guarantee by the City that the units will be sold. -

The bonds to be issued are Special Tax Bonds which are payable only from the revenues
from a Special Tax levied on the properties within Community Facility District No. 4. The
Special Tax is collected in the same manner and at the same time as the ad valorem taxes.
No taxpayer subsidies are involved in the issuarnce or the repayment of these bonds. These
bonds do not constitute an obligation of the City’s general fund.

The property owner would be responsible for undertaking actions as appropriate in the event
the project 1s abandoned.
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5-11
5-12

513

The City did not block efforts to perform soil gas testing in the vicinity of old oil wells.
Initially, ETI proposed soil gas surveys of the entire project site, including those areas
beyond the proposed development sites. However, as the testing of various sites progressed,
it was deemed unnecessary to survey the entire project site, as the gas(es) at the Playa Vista
Development site did not appear to be attributed to any gas leakages from the old oil wells
in the Venice and Playa del Rey areas located far from the proposed development.

Several consultants have verified that the installation of piles and stone columns will not

. create a long term increase of gas migration from the aquifer. See Response to Comment 3-

2.

As indicated on page 3 of the Report, public concerns were raised regarding the potential of
the Southern California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Facility being the source
of the methane gas at the Playa Vista Development Site. The City conducted the studies and
reviews appropriate to ensure that the methane detected at the Playa Vista Development site
was not from the Southern California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Facility.

Also see Response to Comment 6-2.

The incident that occurred in Hutchinson, Kansas will mot-.occur .at.the Playa Vista
Development Site. Hutchinson, Kansas has completely different geologic conditions than
the Playa Vista Development Site. The soft soils conditions and underground salt :mines in
Kansas provided conduits for gas to migrate horizontally. The geologic conditions and rock
types at the Playa Vista Development site would not accommodated that type of long
distance horizontal gas migration. Also see Response to Comment 3-9.

See Responses to Comments 5-1 and 5-5.

See Response to Comment 3-10.

Traffic issues are outsxde the scope of the Report The Envuonmental Impact Report (EIR)

. (EIR No. 90- 0200(C)CUZ)CUB), State Clearinghouse No. 90010510) for Phase I of Playa

Vista Project was certified in May 1993. Traffic issues and required mitigation measures are
detailed in the Transportation and Circulation Section, Section V. 1.1, of that EIR. The Draft
EIR for Phase II of the Playa Vista Project is under preparation and will address
transportation and circulation issues associated with the Phase II project area. Persons
interested in being notified of the release of the Draft EIR for Phase 1l of the Playa Vista
Project should contact the Planning Department at (213) 580-5266.

Comment Letter #6: Patricia Trujillo

6-1

6-2

See Responses to Comments 5-1 and 5-5.

Dr. Jones of ETI postulated that methane gas detected at the CDF4 site could be a result of
gas seepage from the Southern California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Facility.
To ensure that seepage from the Southern Califormia Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas
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Storage Facility wasnot occurring and inresponse to public concerns regarding the potential

- for such seepage several studies were undertaken (refer to Section 2 of the Report). Based

upon those studies, the City and Dr. Jones concluded that the gas seepage on the Playa Vista
Development site appears to be derived from the Pico Sands at depth and does not come
from the Southem California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Facility. Also see
Comment Letter #22 and Response to Comment 5-9.

The off-shore geologic data does not relate to the postulated Lincoin Boulevard fault. There
is no evidence to support the existence of the postulate Lincoln Boulevard fault (see Section
4 of the Report and Comment Letter #4). The California Department of Conservation,
Division of Mines and Geology has completed their review of the off-shore anomalies and
it appears that the anomalies could be associated with depositional features characteristic of

- stream channels (see Comment Letter #23).

The major,sﬁ'cets have been identified on Figure 2.1. ‘

See Reéponsé to Comments 3-1, 3-3, 3-5, and 3-10.

See Response to Comment 5-5.

Comment Letter.#?:. Juﬁa'-Judge

Comment Letter #8: Thomas Judge

LComments noted.

Comments noted.

Comment Letter #9: Patricia McPherson, President, Grassroots Coalition; Rex Frankel,

9-1

* “Chair, Ballona Ecosystem Education Project; Kathy Knight, Special
Projects Coordinator, Spirit of the ‘Sage Council and Conservation

. Chair, Airport Marina Group Sierra Club

See Rcéponse to Comment 3-10.

92 An Environmental Tmpact Report (EIR) (EIR No. 90-0200(CYCUZ)(CUB), State

Clearinghouse No: 90010510) for Phase I of Playa Vista Project was certified in May 1993.
That document was circulated for public comment in conformance with the requirements of
the California Environmental Qualitites Act (CEQA). ThisReport was prepared in Tesponse
to a City Council request for additional information to assist in deciding whether the City
should issue Mello Roos bonds for the project and is not a document required by law, rule,

or regulation. A 30-day review period for the Report was appropriate and adequate due to
the limited scope of the document.
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9-10

S-11

9-12

When the matter of the City’s issuing Mello Roos bonds first came before the Budget and
Finance Committee, the City Attorney advised that the action of issuing the bonds was
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Although not required by
CEQA, the Committee desired additional environmental studies to assist in deciding whether
the City should issue the bonds. The Report for which this comment has been submitted
was prepared as a result of that decision. Moreover, the issue raised by this comment,
whether recent studies relating to methane and related gases required preparation of a
supplemental EIR, was resolved in the City’s favor in the recent lawsuit entitied “Grassroots

Coalition, et al. v. City of Los Angeles, et al.,” Los Angeles Superior Court Case No.
BS062858. _ '

The Building and Safety Commission considered the information submitted and the
evaluation was considered in the development of the Report. ' :

See Response to Comment 3-7.

See Response to Com’ﬁacnt 3-5.

See Response to Comments 2-1, 3-1, 3-2, 3-7, 5-5, 5-10, and 9-5,
See Response to Comment 3-10.

See Response to Comment 3-10.

The Repon‘cites several studies directly utilized in developing the Report. Those studies
were made available for review and duplication in 6 City Jocations. Those studies in turn
reference several studies and documents.

The 1ssue of subsidence has been adequately covered by published Division of Oil, Gas and
Geothermal Resources report (1974, Sixtieth Annual Report) and the survey data from the
Survey Division, Bureau of Engineering. The latter study covers the years 1975 through
2000, and shows negligible subsidence over that period and no pattern of increasing

subsidence toward the Playa del Rey Oil Field (see Report Section 3). ‘See also Response to
Comments 13-15.

The extensive geophysical surveys found no evidence of the Charnock fault on the Playa
Vista Development site. This does not mean that the fault does not exist anywhere; such a
discussion is beyond the scope of the Report. There is simply no evidence of the fault on the
Playa Vista Development site. The Chamock fault was named by Poland , Garret and
Sinnott (1959, Geology, Hvdrology and Chemical Character of Groundwater in the
Torrance-Santa Monica Area, U.S. Geological Survey Water-Supply Paper 1461) based
solely upon a groundwater level anomaly. Other interpretations are possible for the anomaly,
and to date there is no published seismic image of the fault in the vicinity of the project. The
recent geophysical studies indicate no offsets are visible in sediments deposited during the
last 2.5 to 3.0 million years or older, including in areas of the proposed “Lincoln Boulevard
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9-14

Fault” and the Charnock Fault. -

According to research, the September 16, 2000 earthquake did not occur on the postulated
Chamock Fault for the following reasons.

1. This 3.2 magnitude earthquake occurred along an east-west striking fault,
whereas the postulated Charnock Fault is a north-south striking fauit.

2. This earthquake was a thrust type earthquake, whereas the postulated
Charnock Fault is most likely to be a strike-slip fault,

3. The focus of this thrust type earthquake occurred 7.6 miles below the

surface and the fault plane projects upward seven to eight miles
horizontally from the shallow postulated Charnock Fault.

The Report will be considered by the Planning and Land Use Management Committee of
City Council. An opportunity for public comment is provided in all City Council Committee
meetings. In addition, the Report was circulated for 30-day public comment and review
period, providing an additional opportunity for public comment.

See Response to Comment 9-4.

Comment Letter #10: Rbse MacHardj'

10-1
10-2

10-3

See Response to Comment 3-10.
See Comments 3-1, 3-5, 3-9, and 5-2.

See Response to .Coﬁament 3—10.'.

Comment Letter #11: Jonathan Aurthur

11-1.

ETI reviewed all subsequent reports and-concurs with the findings of those reports and the

- CLA’s Report. Also.see see Response to Comment 3-10.

112

11-3

114

See Rgéponses to Comments 2-1 and 3-6.

The reports are not in conflict, but rather build upon each other. See Response to Comment
3-10and 11-]. _ : : g

See Responses to Comments 2-1,2-2,3-1,3-2, 34, 3-6, 3-9, 5-3, 5-4, and 5-5.

Comment Letter #12;: 132 Foifm Letters with original individual signatures delivered by

Playa Capital Companies, L1.C

Comments noted.



Comment Letter #13: Stewart Morris

13-1

13-2

13-3

13-4

13-5

13-6

13-7

13-8

13-9

The City did consider the public comments provided at the July 18, 2000, public hearing.

The study scope was expanded to specifically include investigation of subsidence issues in
response to comments received at that hearing. Further, technical issues commented on by
the public were considered as the study elements were developed and reviewed. The
transcript from the July 18, 2000, public hearing has been added to the Reference Section of
the Report. See also Response to Comment 3-10.

See Response to Comment 13-1 and Report Section 1.3.

Reports and information were independently reviewed by the City, its consultants, and
responsible State agencies. See also Response to Comment 3-10 and 16-11.

The Report was intended to be a focused study to address specific potential safety issues
associated with the Playa Vista Development Project site. The draft study scopewasreleased

for a 30-day public review and comment to provide in-put.into the.scope of issues and

technical concerns that should be considered. On July 18, 2000, & public hearing was held
on the draft study scope, providing an additional opportumty for public'in-put. The draft
study results were released for a 30--day public review:and comment period. Finally, the
Report will be considered by the Planning and Land Use: ‘Management Commiittee of City

-Council. An opportunity for public comment is provided in all City Council Committee
meetings. Prior to this focused study on the Playa Vista Development’ sité; several

opportunities -for -public-in-put into ‘the project were prowded by the Cny Also see
Responses to Comments 9-13 and 13-1.

See Responses to Comments 3-10, 9-2, 9 3,9-13,.13-1, 13- 3 and 13—4

Dr. J ones of ETI was mtegra]ly mvolved in the developmierit of: study protoco“ls review of

data collected, interpretation of data, and review of study concluszons Also sée the various
letters submitted by Dr. Jones and rcferenced m the Report '

The Clty, its consultants, and the Cahforma Department of Conservation, Division of Oil,
Gas, and Geothermal Resources all reviewed the ‘Southiern California Playa Del Rey Gas

Storage Facility. See Report Sectlon 2, Responses to Comments 3-10,'5-9, 6-2, 16-9 and
Comment Letter #22,

See Response to Comment 5-2.

A pilot program consisting of 110 vent wells drilled at the site into the 50-foot aquifer to
determine the feasibility and effectiveness of the subsurface venting system proved that the
gas(es) in the aquifer could be vented. The venting of gas(es) from the aquifer will mitigate
the accumulation of gas(es) within the aquifer and below the ground surface, and aiso reduce
the surface emissions of gas(es). This subsurface venting system adds another preventive
measure supplementing the active and passive detection systems. The number of vent wells



13-10

13-11
13-12
13-13

13-14

13-15

13-16

13-17

to be installed will be determined by site-specific investigations of each project site,
Back-up energy power will be provided by electric battery or equivalent back-up systems.

Ambient noise sﬁould not be of a concern with the methane mitigation systems proposed.
With respect to future sales of residential units, the developers would disclose information
relating to methane gas which they are legaily required to disclose.

The methane alarm systems will notify the LAFD, who will respond and, if necessary, order
an area to be vacated. Within ten calendar days following the activation of an alarm, a
written report shall be submitted by the building owner or the property owners’.association
to the LAFD and LADBS regarding the alarm activation and the cause of the activation and,
if needed, providing recommendations and corrective measures, T

H'methane detectors are on the premises during an inspection of fire safety devices, LAFD
will check to determine whether or not a current methane detector "r‘eport.ijs on'file. ifa
report is not on file, LAFD will issue a notice for compliance to the building owner.

The building owner or the property owner’s association, as applicable, shall have financial
responsibility forall costs and expenses associated with the building methane system and the
monitoring system, including -without ‘limitation all costs associated with- testing,
maintaining, servicing and repairing the systems and any costincurred in preparing required
reports -to.be provided to the-City. With respect to future sales-of residential-umits, the
developers would disclose information relating: to. methane - gas*which™they afe legally
required to disclose. . S S

The additional weight of any structure to be buiit on the project will be.considered in site-
specific geotechnical reports reviewed and approved by the LADBS. Soil shear strength,

density, consolidation potential and other geotéchnical soil propeities will'bé measured for

<cachbuilding site, The weight of fully-loaded buildings will be supported bythe groimd with
either conventional foundations, by pilings or-grade beams where needed or by common
ground modifications such as preconsolidation and pre-leading of fill combined with drains,

Any déﬁwateﬁhg ofthc aquér willrequire a hydrogeologic report to assess and mitigate any
Ppotential for subsidence. The hydrogeologic study will ensure that groundwater withdrawal

will be less than the recharge rate of the aguifer. See also Response to Comments 2-2, 3-2,
and 9-11.

The Los Angeles Fire Department was consulted regarding the development of the methane
mitigation measures. See also Response to Comment 16-11.

All commenters on the Report will be provided a copy of the final Report and responses to
comments received. The Planning and Land Use Management Committee Agenda will
provide notice of the consideration of the Report by the Committee.



Comment Letter #14: Leslie Purcell

14-1

14-2

14-3

14-4

14-5

14-6

14-7

See Report Section 5, Responses to Comments 2-1, 3-5, 3-6, 14-6, and Comment Letter #
17.

See Responses to Comments 3-1, 3-3, 5-2, and 13-9.

See Response to Comment 3-7,

See Response to Comments 5-3, 5-5, 13-3 and 13-4 and Report Table 2-1.
See Responses to Comments 3-10, 9-2, 9-10, and 13-14. .

See Response to Comment 2-1. - General air quality issues are outside the scope of the
Report. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (EIR No. 90-0200(C)(CUZ)(CUB), State
Clearinghouse No. 90010510) for Phase 1 of Playa Vista Project was certified in May 1993
Air Quality issues and required mitigation measures are detailed inthat EIR. The Draft EIR
for Phase II of the Playa Vista Project is under preparation and will address air-quality and
traffic issues associated with the Phase I project area. Persons interested in being notified
of the release of the Draft EIR for Phase II of the Playa Vista Project should contact the
Planning Department at (213) 580-5266. o - .

See Response to Comment 9-3.

Comment Letter #15: Rick Archer, USC Earth Sciences

15-1

15-2

15-3

15-4

15-5

15-6

Evidence of the lack of isotopic data showing a postulated origin of methane from the Gas
Storage Facility has been documented in several previous studies, as has the lack of the
marker helium. This includes recent investigations, such as the Camp Dresser & McKee

-(CDM) Methane Report dated April 29. 1999. This data was considered in conjunétion with

the review of the Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Facility integrity and the fault information for
that area. The cvidence in total was used to concluded that the PlayaDel Rey Gas Storage
Facility was not the source of methane gas at the Playa Vista Development site. See also
Response to Comment 3-10, 5-9, 6-2, and 9-10. Lo

See Responses to Comments 3-3.

The total methane concentration, regardless of the source, was used to develop methane
mitigation measures. See also Response to Comment 15-1.

See Report Section 4 and Comment Letter #4.
See Response to Comment 15-3.

See Response to Comment 9-10, 13-6, and 16-5.



15-7

15-8

15-9

See Responses to comments 5-2 and 16-12.
See Response to Comment 15-1.

See Response to Comment 3-10, 910, 13-6, 15-1, aud 16-5.

Comment Letter #16: Marcia Hanscom, Executive Director, Wetlands Action Network;

16-1

16-2

16-3

164

16-5

16-6

16-7

16-8

16-9

16-10

Robert van de Hoek, Chair, Sierra Club Ballona Wetlands Task Force

See Response to Comment 9-3. The Report provides information for the entire Playa Vista
Development site in most instances. As an example Finger 2.1 provides the methane levels
for the entire area, not just CDF4. : ' g '

The City has notignored ETI’s statement that the area be mapped priorto construction. Soil
gas surveyshave been conducted and mapped to identify the levels of methane concentration
of the entire site. The identified level of concentration: for an area determines the level of
methane mitigation system required for.a project. .As each future project is:subitted to
LADBS for review, and prier to permitissuance, additional site-specific gas surveys will be
required to identify any changes in the pre-established levels.of concentration and o ensure
that the level of mitigation system required is based on the most current levels of
concentration. See also Response to Comment 5-2 and Report Section 2.

See Response to Comment 3-10.
See Responses to Comment 9-4 and 9-14,

See Rcspo.nse: to.Comment 13-6,

- The Personneland Fire '.:Dcpartméﬁts“were ‘consulted ‘regarding. potential health risks

associated with BTEX and advised that consultant services were required to ‘complete the

HRA. It was further recommended that the as-needed consultant contracts administered by
- the Bureau of Engineering be utilized for such an effort. Kleinfelder was engaged pursuant

to those recommendations. Also see Response to Comment 16-11
See Response to Comment 16-6 and 16-11.

LADBS forwarded copies of all pertinent documents to the CLA. Also see Response to
Comment 2-1 and 3-5.

Other than providing requested information, reports, and studies Latham and Watkins, Playa
Vista Capital, and the Southern California Gas Company played no role in the production of
the Report.

The City Council instructed the CLA to oversee the resolution of issues addressed in the
Report and various other City Departments to cooperate with the CLA as appropriate. The



- 16-11

16-12

16-13

Bureau of Engineering participated in the development of he Report and represented all
interests of that Bureau. See also Response to Comment 16-11. ' :

The City Council did not establish a “task force,” but instructed the CLA to oversee the
resolution of issues addressed in the Report and various other City Departments to cooperate
with the CLA as appropriate. In that effort, the CLA established aworking group. Meetings
of the working group were internal City meetings, which do not require public notice.
Participants included the CLA’s Office, City Attorney’s Office, LADBS, Burean of
Engineering, Planning Department, Office of Administrative Research Services, and the Fire
Department. Also see Response to Comments 9-2, 13-4, and 16-9.
ETI’s research acknowledges that geologic formations and “fractures”, at the Playa Vista
Development site, allow subsurface gas(es) to migrate upwards to the site via the 50-foot
aquifer. The methane mitigation system for this project was designed to ventilate the 50-foot
aquifer, minimizing the accumulation of gases within the aquifer. Also see Responses to
Comments 3-1, 3-2, 5-2, 5-3, 5-5, and Report Sections 2 and 4.

A draft chart, identifying potential additional studies and Listing issues/questions and

- solutions for the Playa Vista Development Project, was presented at a June 2000 Budget and

16-14

16-15

16-16

Finance Committee Meeting.. The issues included: methane monitoring systems and

contingency plans; geotechnical and seismological studies of the postulated Lincoln Blvd.
Fault; the relationship between gases at the Playa Vista site and the gas storage facility; a
health and risk assessment; ground subsidence; stone colummns and-pile-driving;‘and future
permits. Review of the draft chart illustrates that all of the issues included on the chart have
been addressed. - S N

See Responses to Comments 3-1, 3-10,13-9, 16-8, and16-11. In addition refer to the Report
and correspondence from LADBS to the CLA included in the Repert Appendices.

All the available geological related data was used inthe Report, including the geophysical
mmvestigations, and the methods of analyses used included the standard petroleum geology
technique of analysis. All available geologic literature on the area was Teviewed, including
reports on the Gas Company field, geotechnical boring logs, oil well logs, cone penetrometer
logs (both new and existing) and extensive existing and new seismic imaging. Géomorphic
analysis was employed. New geologic maps and cross-sections of the subsurface, based
upon oil and gas wells and the seismic reflection data allowed the experts to come 1o an
excelient understanding of the subsurface structure and stratigraphic framework under and
near the project site. All data indicate no faulting on the project site. Refer to Section 4 of
the report and Comment Letters #4 and 23.

Ethane, propane and butane are in a family of hydrocarbons with only single bonds. They
share an origin with the thermogenic contribution of total methane, forming naturally with
methane in oil-generating organic-rich sedimentary rocks (including the Pico formation).
The April 17, 2000 ETL, Inc. report noted that ethane, propane and butane are coincident in
occurrence with methane anomalies, corroborating this ori gin. Ethane is also less dense than



16-17

air so it will also tend to rise, Propane aﬁd Butane are heavier than air (although not as heavy
as the BTEX gases).

The extensive methane mitigation system proposed for the project will adequately protect

from these gases, which are at very low concentrations, and will be entrained in escaping
methane.

Methane mitigations, which will address all other gases, such as BTEX, ethane, propane, and
butane, and responsible parties are listed in Table 2-1 of the Report. Also see Responses to
Comment 3-1, 3-9, 5-4, 13-9, 13-14, and 13-16. .

16-18 See Responses to Comments 13-9 and 16-17.

Cdmmeht Lgtte_i_f #17: John Geroch, Associate Engineering Geologist, Site Cleannp Unit 1,

17-1

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

Comments noted.

-At__taéhed_tMemorandum from.gJﬁ_lio“ Salinas, Ph.D. Hazardous Waste Toxicology

- Section, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment to John Georch,

LARWQCB

OEHHA comments noted:

The City agrees that the use of screening criteria, such as low frequency of detection of
pollutants, when determining health risks and the potential need to complete a full HR A must
be carefully utilized, and - equires concurrence from ‘responsible regulatory agencies.
Although the low frequency of detection of BTEX and HaS is <ited in the report, as you note,
a complete HRA was conducted utilizing ail available data. The reference to the 5%
frequency screening level ha been deleted from the Report. '

Cbmtqjent Leitéf#lS: Suzanne M. DeBenedittis

18-1

18-2

Seéfiieépbnscs to Comments 2-1, 5-2, 5-4, and 5-5.

Commélit ﬁoted;

Comment Letter #19: Faye Ku

19-1

19-2

19-3

See Response to Comment 3-10.
See Responses to Comments 3-1, 3-3, 3-4, 3-9, 5-2, 16-12.

See Response to Comment 13-9.



19-4  See Response to Comment 9-11 and 13-15
19-5 See Response to Comments 3-10, 5-5, 9-3.
Comment Letter #20: Bryan Gordon

20-1 The study design did not assume that a scenario could not exist that would render the site
unsuitable for development. Step IIl of the study scope states: “The study will document any
1ssues of concern for which adequate mitigations cannot be identified” (City of Los Angeles,
Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst Office (CLA), July 2000, City Investigation of
Potential Issues of -Concern for the Community Facilities District No. 4 -Playa Vista
Development Project Draft Study Design and Scope of Work). Also see Responses to
Comments 3-10 and 5-2. : - -

20-2 See ﬁespénse to Comment 16-6. Kleinfelder is an environmental consulting firm.

20-3  See Report Section 2 and Responses to Comments 5-2 and 13-9.

204 See Resp_bnse to Comment 3-10.

20-5 See Response to C.ommcnts 2-1, 5-3, and 3-5.

Comment Letter#Zl ;- Michael De La Torre, Soi:them California as Company
Comments ndiéd. |

Comment Letter #22: Kenneth E. Trott, Environmental Coordinator, California Department
' . of Conservation : SRR .

22-1 Comrﬁents noted.

22-2.  LADBS has documented permitting procedures that require written clearance by the State
-Department of Conservation, Division of Oil and Gas and Geothermal Resources, prior to
theissuance of permits for projects where abandoned or dctive oil wells are identified on City
Planning maps. - :

Comment Letter #23: William Bryant, Program Manager, Active Faults, California
Department of Conservation, Division of Geology and Miunes (also see
Comment Letter #4)
Comments noted. See also Comment Letter #4.

Comment Letter #25: Giyora Doch

Comments noted.



SECTION 7

References

The various City department and state agency review documents are included in the appendices of

this report. The appendix location is indicated below

Reference

California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources, 1999 Annual Report of the State Oil and Gas Supervisor, Publication
PRO6 o

California Department of Conservation, Division of O1il, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources, Baker, R.K., District Deputy, October 10, 2000, Correspondence re:
Southern California Gas Company Gas-Storage Operations, to Vitaly Troyan, City
Engineer, Department of Public Works, City of Los Angeles

Califomia Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources, Robert Samuelian, Construction Site Engineer;, May 15,2000, - -
Correspondence re: review of building plans for Playa Vista Visitor Center, to Nick
Tratta, LADBS - co

 California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geotherinal ~ =

Resources, Robert Samuelian, Construction Site Engineer, April 16, 2000,
Correspondence re: review of building plans for Fountain Park Apartments, to Nick
Tratta, LADBS g

- California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment-(OEHHA), Salinas,

Julio, Hazardous Waste Toxicology Section, December 9, 1999, Correspondence re:

 Revised Exposure Parameters for Playa Vista Health-Based Remediation-Goal

Calculations, to John Geroch, Associate Engineering Geologist, California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
(LARWQCB), Geroch, John, Associate Engineering Geologist, December 27,1999,
Correspondence re: Comments on Health-Based Clean-Up Levels - Playa Vista Site
6775 Centinela Avenue, Los Angeles, t0 David Chemnik, Playa Capital Company

el
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region
(LARWQCB), Geroch, John, Associate Engineering Geologist, July 7, 2000,
Correspondence re: Approval of Health-Based Clean-Up Levels - Playa Vista Site,
6775 Centinela Avenue, Los Angeles, to David Chernik, Playa Capital Company

- Camp Dresser & McKee, Inc. (CDM), September 5, 2000, Sampling and Analysis
of Gas from the Southern California Gas Company Playa Del Rey Gas Storage
Field, prepared for Latham & Watkins

City of Los Angelés, Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), Kapreilian,
James D., Chief, Grading Division, February 6, 1989, Building and Safety’s Electric
Catalog re: Contaminated Soils to Plan Check Engineers

City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), Hsu, David,
Chief, Grading Engineering Section, December 19, 2000, Correspondence re:
Review Letter Geologic Report to David Nelson, Senior Vice President, Playa

- Capital Company . : . .

City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), Hsu, David,
Chief, Grading Engineering Section, January 31, 2001 (2), Correspondence re:
Methane Report to David Nelson, Senior Vice President, Playa Capital Company

City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), Hsu, David,
. Chief, -Grading Engineering Section, January.31,2001° (b); Correspondence re:

Review Letter Methane Report to David Nelson, Senior Vice President, Playa
Capital Company e ' o

City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety (LADBS), Adelman,
Andrew, General Manager, February 28, 2001, correspondence re: Playa Vista
‘Project - CLA Report to Ronald F. Deaton, Chief Legislative Analyst, City of Los
Angeles ‘ o

City of Los Angeies, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering (BOE),
P.J. (Mike) Michalski, Engineering Geologist I, February 26, 2001, City of Los
Angeles Inter-Departmental Correspondence re: Interpretation of Survey Data
Relating to Potential Subsidence at Playa Vista Project to Ronald F. Deaton, Chief
Legislative Analyst, City of Los Angeles

City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering (BOE),
P.J. (Mike) Michalski, Engineering Geologist III, February 21, 2001, City of Los
Angeles Inter-Departmental Correspondence re: Public Works Visit With California
Division of Mines and Geology to Ronald F. Deaton, Chief Legislative Analyst,
City of Los Angeles
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City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering (BOE),
Troyan, Vitaly B., City Engineer, October 24, 2000, City of Los Angeles Inter-
Departmental Correspondence re: Playa Vista - Investigation of Potential Oj] Field
Subsidence to Ronald F. Deaton, Chief Legislative Analyst, City of Los Angeles

City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering (BOE),
P.J. (Mike) Michalski, Manager Geotechnical Engineering Division, February 29,
2000, City of Los Angeles Inter-Departmental Correspondence re: Review of Draft
Supplemental EIR - Interim Flood Control and Surface Water Quality System -
Playa Vista Project to Gordon Hamilton, Deputy Director, Planning Department,
City of Los Angeles :

City of Los Angeles, Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst Office (CLA), July 18,
2000, Transcript of Proceedings of Tuesday, July 18, 2000, prepared by Newlander
& Newlander S -

City of Los Angeles, Office of the Chicf Legislative Analyst Office (CLA), July
2000, City Investigation of Potential Issues of Concern for the Community Facilities
District No. 4 Playa Vista Development Project Draft Study Design and Scope of
Work . o - . ) E

City of Los Angeles, Draft Environmental Impact Report, First Phase for Playa Vista,
September 28, 1992, State Clearinghouse No. 90010510

Dévis andNamson ConsulnngGeologists, November 16, 2000; An Evaluation of the
Subsurface -of the Playa Vista Project :Site,and-Adjaccnti;Area,‘flps -Angeles, CA,
prepared for Playa Capital Company, LLC S

Earth Consultants International, July, 2000, Geologic Study to Evahiate the Potential
for Active Faulting Near the Intersection of Lincoln and Jefferson Boulevards, at the
Playa Vista Site, in the City of Los Angeles, California, prepared for Playa Capital
Company, LL.C .

Exploration Technologies, Inc:(ETT), April 17, 2000, Subsurface Geochemical
-Assessment of Methane Gas Occurrences, Playa. Vista Development, First Phase
Project, Los Angeles, CA, prepared for the City of Los Angeles, Department of
Building and Safety. _ ’

Exploration Technologies, Inc.(ETI), Jones IN, Victor T., January 31, 2001 (a),
Correspondence re; Methane System Requirements, to David Hsu, Chief, City of Los
Angeles, Department of Building and Safety, Grading Engineering Section
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Exploration Technologies, Inc.(ETT), Jones ITI, Victor T and Robbins, Gary A., January
31, 2001 (b), correspondence re: Playa Del Rey Gas Storage Field and Lincoln Blvd,

Fault, to David Hsu, Chief, City of Los Angeles, Department of Building and Safety,
Grading Engineering Section

Geomatrix Consultant Inc., July 25, 2000, Evaluation of Potential Public Health
Impacts Associated with the Presence of Potentially Toxic Compounds in Soil Gas at
Playa Vista, prepared by for Playa Vista Capital.

Integrated Environmental Services, Inc., February, 2000, Health Based Goals Playa
Vista Los Angeles, California, prepared for Playa Capital Company

Kleinfelder, February 7, 2001(a), Human Health Risk Assessment Playa Vista
Development Los Angeles California, prepared for the City of Los Angeles

Kleinfelder, February 7, 2001(b), Methane Sampling Data Assessment Playa Vista
Development Los Angeles California, prepared for the City of Los Angeles

Sepich Associates Methane Specialists, January 30, 2001, Playa Vista Methane
Prevention, Detection and Monitoring Program, prepared for Playa Vista

Zymax Forensics, September 21, 2000, Comparison of Gas Analyses from Southern

California Gas Company Injection Wells and from the Varous Observations
(Reservoirs Storage) Wells, prepared for Playa Capital Company
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